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Foreword

The many histories dealing with the United States Air Force have most
often dealt with aerial campaigns, strategy, tactics, and air battles won or lost.
More precisely, the central position has been occupied by the airplane, the
dominant symbol of all air forces and the probably most visually arresting
weapon of war of this century. When it came to people, the other half of the Air
Force equation, famous generals and the exploits of popular heros have been
written about, but examinations of the forces that shaped the rank-and-file have
been largely overlooked. Even military sociology, a relatively new discipline
dedicated to understanding military services worldwide, has dealt overwhel-
mingly with the Army experience.

In this, his first book, Vance O. Mitchell examines this relatively unknown
part of the Air Force experience by looking, over a period of thirty years, at the
personnel policies that shaped the officer corps in the grades of colonel and
below. In taking 1944 as his departure point, he catches land-based American
air power on the verge of achieving the status of an independent service. It also
turned out to be the beginning of the most protracted period of personnel
turbulence in American military history.

The personnel planners of the late 1940s had to address the implications of
Morris Janowitz’s famous dictum that modern officer corps must include
“heroic leaders, military managers, and military technologists.” For the Air
Force, that meant the end of an officer corps of virtually all pilots and the
integration of all skills needed to lead and manage a modern, complex air force.
Further, external pressure and internal considerations meant that future officers
would also include women and racial minorities, and not be exclusively the
domain of white males. Other issues included promotion by merit instead of
seniority, centralized personnel management, adjusting the rank structure, and
use of Reserve components. '

Whatever might have been the ramifications of these early policy decisions
was mooted in the early 1950s by the intensification of the Cold War and the
rise of the large standing military. The author traces the major personnel
issues—procurement, flight pay, promotions, training, and retirement—as the
Air Force tried to cobble together a personnel system in a new and contradictory
era. Adequately addressing these issues was made even more difficult because
neither previous peacetime policies or traditional wartime expedients offered
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Foreword

adequate answers, since, for most of the period, the nation was neither at war
nor truly at peace. As he amply demonstrates, the policies of the period reflect
a mixture of compromise, ingenuity, innovation, and, in the case of temporary
promotions, near desperation. If one had to choose the issuc that most severely
taxed the personncl system, it would be the presence of large numbers of
Reserve officers on active duty during peacetime, a condition not adequately
provided for in either public law or internal Air Force policies.

In the last section of the book, Mitchell examines important issues that,
while always present, were either not the results of straightforward policy
decisions or were largely ignored for most of the period. These issucs were
career patterns and what he calls three types of integration: race, gender, and
skills. In analyzing the types of integration, he illustrates the limitations
inherent when revolutionary change takes placc within a conservative organ-
ization.

This book has value to a diverse audience. Personnel planners from any of
the American military services can gain insights into the problems of fashioning
large numbers of individuals into a cohesive and responsive body, and military
sociologists will find the work uscful in expanding their frame of reference
beyond the Army experience. Finally, Dr. Mitchell has returned to the Air Force
an important portion of its heritage, the history of its first generation of officers.

RICHARD P. HALLION
Air Force Historian
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Introduction

This is a historical study of the personnel policies of the United States Air
Force as it attempted to develop and maintain a viable officer corps in some of
the most turbulent times in American military history. The thirty-year period
covered, 1944-1974, constituted a full military career for most officers, making
this a history of the first generation of officers of the independent Air Force.
Certainly, this was the most important generation in Air Force history in terms
of the ground-breaking decisions made and the lasting imprint these decisions
left for future generations.

This study considers officer personnel policy decisions, why they were
made, how they were implemented, and how they fit into the larger context of
the times. It is not a work of military sociology, although that discipline did
provide important insights into broader military issues and the values common
to most high-ranking military officers. Neither is this a study of famous generals
or battles won and lost. Indeed, the focus is almost entirely on the ranks from
colonel down rather than from colonel up. This was the rank and file that the
Air Force had to nourish if a viable officer corps was to develop and provide the
generals who would win or lose the battles.

In 1926, seventeen years after it had purchased its first aircraft, the United
States Army recognized flying as a military specialty. In accordance with the
Army’s policy toward specialties, aviation gained the status of a corps, and
coequal status with the other and older corps such as Engineers and Ordnance.
Thus was born the Army Air Corps, the main repository of the nation’s land-
based air power. Virtually all of the officers in the new corps, which never
numbered much over three thousand, were pilots, understandably so since the
mission was to fly aircraft. With few exceptions, the additional skills needed to
- support the flying mission were furnished by other Army corps. For example,
the Ordnance Corps furnished personnel to load bombs, the Signal Corps
handled communications, and so on.

The Army Air Forces (AAF), created in June 1941, gained equal status with
the Army Ground Forces and Army Service Forces in March 1942, ending the
awkward arrangement that had denied the Chief of the Air Corps direct
authority over certain of his corps’ functions. However, the heart of the AAF
remained the Air Corps, whose officers were still almost entirely pilots. This
was the officer corps, still numbering only about three thousand Regular
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officers at the end of World War I, with which the AAF began planning for a
future that included becoming a separate military service, the United States Air
Force.

High-ranking officers gencrally agreed about the major changes needed for
the AAF to meet the personnel demands of futurc officers. First, the ranks must
be opened to every skill nceded, flying or nonflying, since an independent
service could not rely on the Army to supply officers in support arcas. Second,
the corps system, which furnished the internal structure of the Army, was
judged to be too unwicldy and inefficient. Carcer ficlds that grouped similar
skills would house the many specialtics and provide the internal structure for the
Air Force personnel system. Career ficlds were unlike corps hecause they were
for management purposes only and did not have the autonomy and power assoc-
iated with the Army corps system. All the key elements—such as procuring new
officers, promotions, assignments, career development, and retirements—werc
centrally managed regardless of carcer ficld. Further, virtually all officers were
in a single administrative body, the Officers of the Line of the Air Force, where
they competed against each other for promotions.

At the same time that the basic structure of the officer corps evolved, other
decisions, morce of sociological than numerical significance, opened the door to
two groups not found in the prewar Air Corps. The World War Il expericnce
had shown that women could perform vital functions in a modern Air Force.
Consequently, a very small number were included in the Air Force structure in
1948 with the establishment of the Women in the Air Force (WAF).

Similarly, World War IT had demonstrated that racially segregating blacks
into separatc units did not work; indeed, segregation had been counterproduc-
tive to mission accomplishment and would likely continue to be so in the future.
After a period of indecision that lasted until early 1949, the Air Force, along
with the rest of the military establishment, began racial integration. Hurried
along by the Korcan War, the Air Force had racially integrated itsclf by 1952.

With these basic decisions—an officer corps with widely diverse skills,
carcer ficlds instcad of corps, racial and gender integration, and centralized
management—the Air Force laid the foundation for an officer personnel system
that was still in place in 1974. Otherwise, much of the planning in the period
immediately after World War II was rather traditional in that it focused on
meeting the traditional needs of a peacetime military. This planning took most
of its cues from the previous American military experience. The officer corps
would be relatively small (not over forty thousand); only Regular officers would
figure prominently; and the permanent grade system, which was normally used
in peacetime and was largely bascd on time in service, would be the basis for
the rank structure.

Other, and less traditional, policy decisions before the Korean War included
“shoe horning” the officer structure—suffering from a glut of first licutenants
left over from the war—into the confines of the Officer Personnel Act (OPA)
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of 1947, the Congressional statute that governed Regular officer matters; getting
procurement programs off the ground; establishing procedures that gave officers
a degree of control over their careers; and dealing with force reductions. Some
changes inevitably produced negative reactions and disagreements. The right
of nonpilots to command, racial policies, officer career development proce-
dures, centralized management, and even career fields were called into question
at one time or another.

Much of the postwar officer personnel planning, which mixed new and
traditional policies, was soon subordinated to other demands as war erupted in
Korea and the entire American military establishment broke precedent with the
past. Unlike previous conflicts, the United States did not demobilize the military
after Korea. The Air Force officer corps numbered over one hundred thousand
at war’s end and, other than a few relatively minor adjustments, remained that
size while the service continued to grow until 1957. The era of the large peace-
time military had arrived.

After 1950, between 40 and 80 percent of the active duty officers were
Reservists whose extended presence on active duty in peacetime was not pro-
vided for either in legal statutes or in the programs of the service. Yet they were
absolutely essential to a service whose authorized Regular officer strength was
far from sufficient. The dilemma posed by the active duty Reserve officers
endured for almost three decades.

Elsewhere, the officer personnel system had to deal with issues that ranged
from minor irritants to those that threatened the stability of the officer corps.
The irritants included inadequate means of dealing with substandard officers,
which Reservists to let go during force reductions, and the chronic problems
associated with procuring and training young officers in numbers previously
unheard of in peacetime. More serious issues included a grossly inadequate,
almost jury-rigged, temporary promotion system; retaining sufficient numbers
of qualified officers beyond their minimum active duty obligations; and
struggling to protect and preserve a rated force in the face of Congressional
displeasure over costs. Underpinning most of these problems was the Officer
Personnel Act of 1947, the statute that governed the officer corps through 1979,
but already obsolescent by the end of the Korean War. Not until the 1960s, and
after a decade of experience in dealing with these problems, would the military
and Congress begin seeking long-term solutions rather than relying on a
patchwork of temporary expedients hastily cobbled together every few years as
the need arose.

The last part of the book deals with three overarching issues that could best
be discussed topically over the entire period, rather than chronologically. The
first, the issue of professionalism as it was shaped by the needs of the Air Force,
developed subtly over time. The Air Force needed both specialists, who per-
formed solely in a single job or in a narrow range of jobs, and generalists,
whose broader experiences and correspondingly broader vision best qualified
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them for positions of high responsibility. Examination of senior staff and
command positions showed that the requirements for generalists in those
positions changed dramatically in the quarter century after World War I1.

With the second issuc, integration of gender and race, the problems had as
much significance sociologically as militarily, since, for most of the period, the
combined total of women and black officers was less than 2 percent of the total
officer corps. The chapter will suggest that the initial incorporation of the two
groups into the service in the late 1940s had only limited goals. These goals
were largely achieved, but the resulting structures could not withstand the
challenges posed by the social pressures of the 1960s and the changing needs
of the Air Force. Only in the 1960s werce additional steps taken to more fully
integrate both groups into the service’s fabric and to address a broader range of
issues inherent to racial minoritics and women in uniform.

The last chapter tracks the events that resulted from the opening of the
officer corps to the full range of skills neceded by a modern Air Force, a major
personnel decision made soon after World War Il ended. The problem over the
long term was not the incorporation of officers with diverse skills, but allowing
them to contribute fully to the mission. This did not simply mean having them
do their duty, but also in offering challenging carcers and growth opportunities
as weli—a problem for a military service overwhelmingly dominated by pilots.
For reasons both good and bad, that domination continued largely unchanged
through the period of this study, but at a cost in terms of morale and retention
in the officer corps as a whole.

Thus, the raw material for this book was not airplanes or other weapons of
war, but people, which are far more demanding and difficult to deal with than
weapons or machines. Airplanes responded to human touch in largely predic-
table ways and without value judgments. Not so with human beings, who were
emotional, exercised value judgments, weighed options, took offense, reacted
to outside influences, and made demands of their own. This added dimension,
the human factor, seemed in many casces to have made personnel policy devel-
opment a continual reaction to ever shifting influences over which the service
had little control. Certainly it taxed the ability of the Air Force, perhaps the
most technologically driven of the military services, to effectively manage. The
late Maj. Gen. Haywood S. Hanscll clearly had that in mind when, in a conver-
sation with the author, he voiced what might be taken as a terse, but accurate,
summary for the period: “You know, we always did better with airplanes than
we did with people.”




Part One

Revolutionary Changes and Traditional Planning
1944-1953

In 1943, the Army Air Forces began to plan for both the end of World War
II and the establishment of an independent Air Force. In what was undoubtedly
the most dynamic period in Air Force history, a wide range of officer issues
were examined, with radical changes implemented in some cases. Much of the
Army’s legacy was cast off as senior officers and their staffs pushed ahead with
programs that would serve the needs of a modern military service devoted
entirely to air power.

Yet, at the same time, the programs implemented attempted to hew to
previous American history when the peacetime military was small and relatively
isolated from the mainstream. This historical perspective placed certain limita-
tions on the emerging Air Force officer corps structure that went well beyond
mere numbers, and this mixture of revolutionary and traditional endured until
the end of the Korean War.




Chapter One

Initial Planning for a Postwar Officer Corps
1944-1945

Even though air power ultimately emerged as a major component of the
American military arsenal during World War I, in mid-1939, on the eve of the
military buildup for the war, American land-based air power was confined to the
United States Army Air Corps. The Air Corps of the 1930s was a small combat
arm of about twenty-five thousand personnel equipped with mostly obsolescent
aircraft and administered under an awkward arrangement that placed training
and supply under one office and operations under another. In March 1942, all
responsibilities were combined under the Commanding General, Army Air
Forces, a change that gave the air arm both greater autonomy and coequal status
with the Army Ground Forces and the Army Service Forces. By 1944, the AAF
had grown to 2.4 million personnel equipped with nearly eighty thousand first-
line aircraft capable of carrying the war directly into the enemy’s heartland.'

For the first two years of the war, the demand for sheer numbers of men
needed to fight a global war drove manpower considerations. By early 1944,
however, the number of AAF personnel had reached its wartime maximum, and
attention began to turn to other personnel matters, including some tentative
planning for the postwar era. One of the more obvious problem areas was the
narrow range of skills displayed by the Regular officer corps.

Since modern aerial warfare had become complex, it demanded a corres-
pondingly complex mix of skills beyond those necessary to fly an airplane. The
skill spectrum of AAF officers spanned 275 specialties, 92 percent of all AAF
personnel required some technical training, and a routine bombing mission
required over 500 separate specialties ranging from pilots to clerk-typists to
support it. Yet a survey of the Regular officers of the AAF, the only officers
who had made a career commitment to military service, showed anear total lack
of any expertise other than piloting.> Moreover, there were no programs to
attract and hold officers other than pilots once hostilities ceased.
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General of the Army Henry H. Arnold,
Commanding General of the Army Air
Forces, 1942-1946.

The problem was rooted in the prewar period. Under the provisions of the
Army Reorganization Act of 1920 and the National Defense Act of 1926, all Air
Corps general officers, the commanders of all flying units, and at least 90
percent of all other Regular officers had to be rated pilots.* With an officer
cadre consisting almost exclusively of pilots and numbers kept at a level
sufficient only to meet flying requirements, the careers of Air Corps officers
centered on flying airplancs. The many functions corollary to flying, such as
munitions, administration, and finance, became the dutics of officers detailed
from the Army corpsT that specialized in those functions or occasionally of
pilots as secondary duties. Thus supported, and limited, the Air Corps could not
develop officers skilled in the corollary functions necessary to maintain a
modern military establishment. A few broke out of the “flying-only” mold, but
as a scnior AAF officer noted, “that was more by accident than by design.”

The inadequate distribution of officer skills became apparent in 1941 when
the United States entered the war and the AAF faced the demands of modern
warfarc. Among the carly casualtics were the statutes requiring that 90 pereent
of the officers be pilots. In 1942, thosc statutes were suspended for the duration
of hostilitics as the AAF opened new commissioning programs and expanded
existing oncs to mect officer manpower needs. The Aviation Cadet Program, the
largest of the commissioning programs, mct the need for all types of rated
officers by testing over a million young men, with over six hundred thousand
entering into training, and perhaps three hundred thousand leaving as fliers by
early 1945. Other officers came from three additional sources. The Officer

* Rated officers, mostly pilots, served as crew members on airplanes while
nonrated officers performed ground duties.

T Throughout this volume, corps will rcfer to the Army’s system of grouping
specialtics and functions, such as the Ordnance Corps or the Finance Corps, not to the
tactical units, such as V Corps.
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Candidate School (OCS) trained and commissioned some fifty-two thousand
nonrated officers, such as adjutants, administrators, and personnel officers. The
Officer Training School (OTS) provided six weeks of rudimentary military
training to about thirteen thousand personnel, with chaplains, doctors, lawyers,
accountants, and airline pilots commissioned to perform the same duties they
had in civilian life. Finally, the other Army branches continued to furnish
officers for such functions as munitions, medicine, and supply. Known as
ASWAAF (Arms and Services with the Army Air Forces) officers, they
numbered some fifty thousand by 1945, about 13 percent of the AAF total. The
OCS, OTS, and ASWAAF officers carried on the nonflying business of the
force, and their services would be needed in the postwar era, especially after the
AAF became an independent service and could no longer count on support from
the other Army corps.*

General Arnold Confronts the Problem

In 1944, the conflict between the need for an officer corps with wide-
ranging skills and the limited spectrum of the AAF’s Regular force caught the
attention of Gen. Henry H. Arnold, Commanding General of the Army Air
Forces. Although he undoubtedly knew of the necessity for varied officer skills,
Arnold’s main concern centered on the future role of technicians, scientists, and
engineers in uniform. He believed that a mastery of technology was essential if
the AAF was to hold its place as the premier air force in the world. Arnold, who
learned to fly from the Wright Brothers in 1911, had watched the airplane grow
from a fragile, fabric-covered machine to a powerful, all-metal vehicle by the
time he assumed command of the Air Corps in 1938. During his tenure through
1946 as head of the Army’s air arm, the impact of technology grew even more
pronounced, both in the speed with which aviation technology advanced and the
equal speed with which aircraft types became obsolete. This was particularly
true in wartime when necessity spawned the requirement for new and ever more
powerful aircraft, and technological advances repeatedly broke down the
barriers to producing those very aircraft. Under the pressure of wartime
requirements, the B-29 “Superfortress” went from the drawing board in 1940,
to flight testing in 1942, to operational status in 1944.*3

Looking ahead, Arnold speculated on future wars in a lengthy memo to Dr.
Theodore Von Karman, Director of the AAF's Scientific Advisory Group. The
general acknowledged the traditional American distaste for high wartime
casualties and large standing armies, but he believed that the country must be

* The difficulties experienced by the B—29 during development and production
were severe enough to have closed down the assembly line had not the nation been in
a world war.
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prepared to face potential encmics in the future. The only recourse, in Arnold’s
view, was for the American military to maintain a technological superiority that
would offset the small size of thc peacetime establishment and reduce the
numbers of men the nation must expose to hostile firc in wartime. Although the
United States stood in the forefront of air power, he saw danger in a nation
lulled into complacency by victory and the vast quantities of impressive, but
technologically obsolete, military equipment surc to be on hand at war’s end.
The AAF must forge ahcad with the development of weapons that were truly
state of the art.®

The problems immediately became apparent in 1944 when Arnold turned
to the specifics of staffing the postwar AAF and possibly an independent Air
Force, the latter a goal that Arnold had pursucd for most of the war. The officer
corps of the AAF, which would form the nucleus of the postwar leadership, con-
sisted of about three thousand Regular officers, virtually all pilots; perhaps ten
thousand officers with Reserve and National Guard commissions; and over
three hundred sixty thousand temporary officers.* The Reserve, National Guard,
and temporary officers, however, would surely return en masse to civilian life
after the war unless offered an attractive military career and a commission that
would allow them to stay, actions that would require an enormous amount of
planning. Increasing the size of the Regular force and allowing the incorpora-
tion of officers other than pilots would require legislation, but as long as the war
commanded the attention and energy of the military establishment, not much
would be accomplished in either planning or legislative action.

Despite the odds against him, Arnold made two attempts to begin restruc-
turing the officer corps before the end of 1944. First, he approached the War
Department with a formal request that the Air Corps be allowed to immediately
increase the size of its Regular officer force from three thousand to seven
thousand. The War Department denied the request, probably because it was re-
luctant, understandably so, to risk annoying Congress with such peripheral
matters while hostilitics still ragcd.7 In December, Arnold took his second
initiative, onc of institutional rather than numerical significance. Under the
existing policy, no graduate of the United States Military Academy could hold
an Air Corps or AAF commission without first completing pilot training. Those
eliminated from flight training were assigned to other branches of the Army.
However, with the need for nonrated officers becoming areality, Arnold sought
approval to commission into the AAF as Regular officers a small number of
technologically oricnted West Point graduates who did not qualify for pilot
training. Possibly because it meant upsctting the system for allocating West
Pointers during wartime, no action was taken on the matter, the initiative faded

* Temporary officers did not have Reserve or National Guard status. Temporary
commissions were automatically voided six months after the cessation of hostilities,
releasing the holders of such commissions from any further military obligations.
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quietly away, and no West Pointer entered the AAF as a nonrated officer until
19472

Perhaps discouraged by the lack of support, Arnold turned his efforts
toward preparing the AAF for the necessary changes. When the federal govern-
ment and the military establishment were ready to deal with officer personnel
matters, the AAF would at least have some basic guidance. During a staff
meeting on January 12, 1945, Arnold offered his vision of the war of the future
in which the United States would be attacked by pilotless aircraft and would, in
turn, defend itself and attack the enemy with similar machines.’ Turning to
officer personnel policies, he pointed out the basic changes necessary to meet
the demands of future wars. He warned:

The AAF must give more thought to technological develop-
ments in planning its future activities. The phase during which
exclusive pilot management was essential is drawing to a
close. ... Regulations limiting the responsibilities and career
possibilities of non-rated personnel must be changed. Every
opportunity must be given to skills and abilities needed for a
well rounded organization if the United States is to maintain
its air leadership.'°

The ramifications of Arnold’s thinking extended well beyond personnel
matters. Institutionally, the incorporation of officers with technical and mana-
gerial skills (many with a distinctly civilian orientation) into a military
organization overwhelmingly dominated by the combat pilot posed problems.
Arguably, nowhere else in the American armed services were the heroic military
virtues embodied more perfectly than in the pilot. He flew the aircraft, braved
combat, accomplished the primary mission, commanded the force, and set the
standards by which all AAF officers were judged. Now, the Commanding Gen-
eral was saying that being a pilot was no longer enough. Arnold’s words accu-
rately forecast the trends noted fifteen years later by Morris Janowitz, the dean
of American military sociologists, that military leadership must “strike a bal-
ance between the three roles of heroic leader, military manager, and military
technologist.”"! For the United States Air Force, “striking the balance” began
on January 12, 1945, and its implications have reverberated throughout the
service ever since.

Organizationally, Arnold’s initiative foreshadowed a complete restruc-
turing of the AAF's Regular officer corps to achieve the necessary balance of
officers. First and foremost, the legal statutes limiting the number of nonrated
officers during peacetime to 10 percent of the total, although suspended for the
duration of the war, needed to be repealed. During the war, the number of AAF
officers increased from a mere 3,006 in December 1939 to 377,426 in January
1945, but the number of Regular officers changed relatively little. (See appendix
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1, United States Linc Officers by Rating, 1939-1970, and table 1, Regular
Army Air Forces Officers, 1940 and 1945.) The limited number of AAF Reg-
ular commissions bestowed during the war went almost exclusively to West
Point graduates, all pilots, thereby skewing the percentage of Regular officers
even more toward pilots than before the war.'?

Table 1

Regular Army Air Forces Officers
1940 and 1945

1940 1945

Pilots 1,975 3,111
Other Rated™ 38 40
Nonrated 29 29
Total 2,042 3,180

* The other rated category includes all other rated officers, perhaps thirteen types of rated officers,
mostly navigators and bombardiers.

Sources: Jerry W. Combs and Robert J. Ripke, “Sclected Demographic Characteristics of Regular
Officers in the Army Air Corps, 1927-1940," Officer Education Rescarch Laboratory project number
7730, Maxwell AFB, Mar. 1955, table S, p. 47, memo, Anderson to Eaker, subject: Special Qual-
ifications for Technical Specialists, Aug. 30, 1946, 210, Commissioncd and Warrant Officers, misc.,
1946-1947, vol. I; tab A, RG 18, MMB, NA.

Rated or nonrated, a Regular commission was mandatory if an officer
wished to pursue a military carecer, since the peacetime military traditionally
limited carcer opportunitics to Regular officers, and the future appeared no
different in 1945. The other source of active duty officers had been those with
Reserve commissions, but their role was limited. Traditionally, Reservists had
served only a year or two on active duty, usually for pilot training, before
returning to their Reserve units to await, as civilian-soldiers, a call to the colors
in time of emergency.

In addition to a Regular commission, the AAF would have to offer
ambitious and capable nonrated officers challenging and rewarding carcers.
Unlike the prewar Air Corps, in which the only concern centered on pilots, the
postwar AAF would have to provide a wide spectrum of career fields, each
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encompassing a specialty or specialties and each promising that a capable
officer could achieve high rank, including, in some cases, the elite status of a
general officer. To open the flag ranks, the laws that limited the number of
nonrated officers to 10 percent of the total would have to be changed to delete
the requirement that all general officers must be pilots. Until their suspension
in 1942, those laws had effectively prevented the few nonpilot Regular officers
in the Air Corps and the AAF from achieving flag rank.*

Planning Fails to Keep Pace

Despite the magnitude of the problem and General Arnold’s personal
interest, the necessary planning proceeded slowly. The need to bring the war to
a successful conclusion and, after January 1945, the timetable for postwar
planning developed by the AAFs Special Projects Office constituted the
primary stumbling blocks. Those who prepared the timetable could not foresee
the atomic bomb and how it would quickly end the war against Japan.
Predicting the defeat of Japan sometime in 1947 and the establishment of the
peacetime military about 1950, the timetable naturally gave postwar personnel
planning little sense of urgency."” At the intraservice level, planning stalled in
early 1945 on the size of the postwar Army. The AAF was still pursuing the
status of an independent service, but that issue remained unresolved. Planning
therefore took place within the Army framework, and senior Army officers
showed little enthusiasm for some of the AAFs plans for the future. The
disagreement pitted enthusiastic airmen, whose belief in air power had grown
enormously during the war, against more cautious men, led by General of the
Army George C. Marshall, the Army Chief of Staff.

Marshall supported an independent Air Force, but his experience during the
chaotic demobilization after World War I led him to believe that public opinion
would no more support a large standing military after the fighting ended than
it had in 1919. Marshall also pointed to plans for Universal Military Training
(UMT), which called for all draft-age men who did not actually serve in the
military to receive some military training. When the UMT-trained men com-
bined with the Reserve and National Guard forces, the resulting numbers would
meet the demands of any future mobilization, further reducing the need for a
large peacetime establishment. When faced with AAF plans submitted in the
fall of 1944 that first called for 1,000,000 and later for 685,000 men, Marshall
brushed them aside. Despite sharp protests from Arnold and Lt. Gen. Barney M.
Giles, the AAF's Deputy Commanding General, Marshall ordered the AAF to
plan on a force of only 120,000, arrayed in 16 air groups, plus those personnel
necessary to staff the AAF's portion of the proposed UMT program.'*

* See appendix 2, United States Air Force Line General Officers, 1939-1970.
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General of th¢ Army George C. Marshall,
Army Chicf of Staff,
1939-1945.

When the atomic bomb abruptly ended the war in August 1945, scarcely
three months after the defeat of Germany, the two sides remained far apart.
Using guidelines furnished by the War Department, the AAF first scaled down
its demands to 650,000 men and seventy-eight air groups in May 1945, then to
550,000 men and seventy-eight air groups in August, but even these reduced
figures did not end the debate. In November, the War Department cut the AAF
personnel allotment to 400,000 that could be arrayed in seventy groups if strict
economy ruled the use of personnel. Meanwhile, a special War Department
committee considering the requirements of the postwar Army recommended
reducing the figures still further to 203,600 personnel and thirty-four groups. At
t1is point, Maj. Gen. Lauris Norstad, the AAF Assistant Chief of Staff, Plans,
drew the line, saying that the AAF could not discharge its postwar responsibili-
ti=s with less than 400,000 personnel and seventy air groups.'

Meanwhile, as Arnold feared, demobilization began as soon as Japan
surrendered, increasing to a flood that threatened to drown postwar personncl
planning even before it could get started. To keep up, the AAF demobilized as
many as ten thousand men a day in an effort to reduce the force from the 2.2
million in August 1945 to six hundred thousand within a year. Fully 75 percent
of the Reserve and temporary officers wished to leave the service as soon as
possible. That left about seventy-three thousand officers who agreed to remain
on active duty for a longer period. However, as summer gave way to fall, many
who had previously expressed an interest in a military career began to drift
away. Caught between a lack of action in establishing a postwar AAF and the
need to begin competing in a diminishing civilian job market, they too sought
release from active duty. The longer action was delayed, the greater became the
number losing interest in a military career.'s

Arnold, a notoriously impatient man, once again took the initiative. In late
September, he sent Marshall the draft of a bill that, if approved by Congress,
would have authorized the AAF to immediately tender five thousand additional
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Regular commissions. Citing the difficulty of keeping capable officers inter-
ested in a military career under the current conditions, he urged the Chief of
Staff to take quick action to get such legislation enacted. Under the circum-
stances, however, Marshall could do nothing. The continuing dispute over the
size of the postwar Army made it impossible to sponsor the enabling legislation
necessary to increase Regular officer strength."’

The logjam finally broke on December 26, 1945. The new Army Chief of
Staff, General of the Army Dwight D. Eisenhower, as impressed as Arnold with
the need for action, accepted the plan for an AAF of four hundred thousand, but
only as an interim measure that froze the authorized force at that level until
February 1, 1947. After that date, the matter would be open to further adjust-
ments when requirements would presumably be clearer and the size of the
peacetime air arm could be agreed upon.'®

Two days later, the 79th Congress passed Public Law 281 (PL 79-281)
authorizing twenty-five thousand Regular officers for the Army, including the
AAF, an increase of some eight thousand over the previous ceiling. The new
legislation omitted any reference to rated or nonrated percentages, thereby
leaving that decision entirely up to the service. The AAF had previously
requested that no limits be set on the number of nonrated officers who could be
appointed under the law and was delighted with the Congressional response."

The AAF did object to how PL 79-281 determined the seniority of those
appointed under its provisions. To avoid everyone having the same date of rank,
the new legislation provided for constructive service credit:

for the number of years, months, and days by which the
applicant’s age on the date of appointment exceeds twenty-
five years [or] after obtaining twenty-one years, was on active
federal service . . . between December 7, 1941, and the date of
appointment . . . whichever is greater.’

The more credit awarded, the earlier would be an officer’s date of rank and the
more senior he would become relative to others holding the same rank.

The AAF recognized the need to spread out the rank structure and did not
object to adjusting dates of rank based on years of service after December 1941.
That merely rewarded honorable wartime service, something no military man
could object to. Conversely, establishing service credit above twenty-five years
of age was not a reward for service, but an arbitrary standard that penalized
younger men and bestowed an unfair advantage on older ones. For example, an
officer, age twenty-eight, tendered a Regular commission with the rank of
second lieutenant, would have his date of rank backdated three years. That
would give him seniority over younger officers who might actually have more
time in service, including those in the last two West Point classes. Such
arbitrary shuffling of dates of rank was unacceptable to traditional military men
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accustomed to the prerogatives of seniority and attuned to getting that seniority
via long ycars of service.?!

Despite the strong dissent of the AAF, the only change made in awarding
constructive credit was to raisc the threshold of constructive service credit from
an carlier proposal of twenty-four to the twenty-five years adopted by Congress.
The latter figure was, incidentally, the average age of all the AAFs officers in
late 1945, an indication of the extreme youth of the airmen who fought and
helped win World War I1. Strangely, given the postwar reputation of the Air
Force as being made of young people, the average age of AAF officers at war’s
end was onc year more than that of all Army officers.?

The AAFs sharc of the newly authorized Regular officers was 4,103,
raising its total to ahout 7,300, very near the number Arnold had requested in
1944. However, PL 79-281 was not the final word on the size of the Regular
establishment. Additional legislation was in the offing, and the final size of the
Regular force would be larger. Maj. Gen. Fred L. Anderson, Assistant Chicf of
the Air Staff for Personnel, had that in mind when he noted in January 1946 that
the new law did not represent the requirements of the postwar Air Force.”

* X ok k¥

PL 79-281, like Eiscnhower’s acceptance of an Air Force with four
hundred thousand men, was an interim measure designed to overcome an im-
passe and allow the military to begin making some of the difficult adjustments
brought on by the end of the war. For the AAF, it was now time to begin trans-
lating the intellectual acceptance of far-reaching changes into policics. At the
heart of the matter was the need to meet the demands of a modern military
establishment by laying the foundations of a new personnel system that would
broaden the officer corps far beyond the narrow basce of the prewar Air Corps.
The way to accomplish that complex task was far from clear in early 1946 and
would, in large measure, dominate officer personnel matters over the next
scveral years.
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Chapter Two

Laying the Foundations for an Officer Corps
1946-1947

The need to open the Army Air Forces to officers with skills other than
piloting aircraft logically led to laying the foundation for such a force, the next
step in the process. That foundation required the service to break with its past
in a number of important areas of personnel management. The approach of the
AAF in dealing with these problems dictated the orientation of the Regular
officer corps for the next generation and tested the ability of the service to
accommodate change.

Although the demands of war and the disagreement over the size of the
postwar military establishment greatly slowed efforts at revamping the AAFs
officer corps during most of 1945, some tentative decisions were made. By the
end of the year, the Air Staff had traced the bare outlines of the major personnel
changes needed to attract and hold nonrated officers in the postwar AAF,
including Regular commissions, career fields with advancement opportunities,
and the right to command AAF units. In studies completed in November 1945,
the Air Staff found that nonrated officers were qualified to fill 48 percent of the
officer billets in the postwar service, about the same as during the war, and
could command ninety-three different types of units and installations.'

However, the Air Staff stopped short of recommending a percentage of
Regular commissions for nonrated officers equal to the percentage of billets
they were capable of filling. In an important decision that marked the first
qualification to acceptance of nonrated officers as equals, 70 percent of the
Regular commissions were reserved for rated officers, those who flew airplanes,
and 30 percent for nonrated officers.” Keeping nonrated officers at that
relatively low level ensured that rated officers would dominate the commis-
sioned ranks for the foreseeable future, an important consideration for a service
that, despite change, remained wedded to the airplane. -
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At the same time, signs evident throughout the war that the AAF would
bccome an independent service became more numerous. In April 1945, the Joint
Chicfs of Staff, after a year-long study, recommended, with the Navy dis-
senting, a single department of the armed forces with separate branches for
Army, Navy, and Air Force. General Eisenhower strongly supported an inde-
pendent Air Force, and in October 1945, the War Department, represented by
Lt. Gen. J. Lawton Collins, Deputy Commanding General and Chicf of Staff,
Army Ground Forces, went on record as favoring a defensc establishment or-
ganized along the lines recommended by the Joint Chiefs of Staff. Two months
later, the new President, Harry S. Truman, also endorsed cocqual status—with
the Army and Navy—for an independent Air Force.?

Encouraged by these events, Gen. Carl A. Spaatz, AAF Commanding Gen-
eral,” appointed a group of scnior officers and prominent civilians to assist in
devcloping policies to govern the independent Air Force. Known as the Air
Board, the group met first in April 1946, and then periodically for two years
thereafter, to offer advice and counsel on proposals put before it. Although not
truly a policymaking body, the Air Board consisted mainly of those senior
officers who would carry out official policies. To that end, it was important to
gain their cooperation and support.*

Spaatz appointed Maj. Gen. Hugh J. Knerr, Commanding General of the
Air Technical Service Command, as Secretary General of the Air Board. Knerr,
for years a leading proponent of an independent Air Force, graduated from the
U.S. Naval Academy in 1908, but chosc the Army as his branch of service.
From there he entered the Air Corps where he became something of an air
power advocate hefore retiring in 1938, Recalled to active duty during the war,
he served capably as a logistician in the European and Mediterrancan theaters
of operations. His performance impressed Spaatz greatly and undoubtedly
earncd him the appointment to the Air Board. He later became the Air Force
Inspector General before retiring for a second time in 1949. Although he could
not mandate Air Board decisions, Knerr controlled the agenda and served as
Spaatz’s spokesman. Air Board minutes testify that he was not at all reticent
about defending policies that he, and probably Spaatz, supported.®

Knerr made his presence felt even before the Air Board held its first
meeting. Like other senior officers, he was dismayed at the rate at which young
officers were leaving the service, an exodus that remained high cven PL 79-281
increased the number of Regular commissions. The exodus was particularly true
of nonrated officers and threatened to deplete the pool from which such officers
would be chosen for Regular commissions. Knerr urged Spaatz, both orally and
in writing, to announce a change in policics toward nonrated officers. Spaatz,

* During World War I1, Spaatz had been commander of the strategic air forces in
Europe and later in the Pacific. He succeeded Arnold as Commanding General in
February 1946.
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Gen. Carl A, Spaatz (left), Commanding General of the Army
Air Forces, 1946-1947, and Maj. Gen. Hugh J. Knerr,
Secretary General of the Air Board, 1946-1947.

who had only recently exchanged ideas with Arnold on that very matter, agreed
and began to publicize the expanded career opportunities for nonrated officers
even before the Air Board endorsed such policies.®

Pressing further, Knerr then attacked what he considered to be outdated
distinctions made between rated and nonrated officers. In a memo to Spaatz, he
recommended that all artificial distinctions, such as the miniature wings worn
by fliers to identify their aeronautical rating, be dropped unless all officers,
regardless of specialty, enjoyed similar privileges. In that light, he continued,
the very term “rated” was unnecessary in an era of increased parity in the
competition for command positions, rank, and flag-officer billets. He urged that
the term be dropped entirely for the good of the service.”

During discussions at the first meeting of the Air Board in April 1946,
Knerr continued in his role as a policy advocate. Expanding on a remark by
Maj. Gen. Muir S. Fairchild, Commanding General of the Air University, that
flight might be less important in the future, Knerr warned that the Air Force
must not be stuck with the airplane as the Navy was stuck with the now obsolete
battleship. Maj. Gen. George E. Stratemeyer, Commander of the Continental
Air Command, wondered if that meant a nonrated officer, such as an engineer,
might someday command the Army Air Forces. Knerr quickly seized the
opportunity to push his line of reasoning to one of its long-range conclusions.
The proper question, he argued, was

is he qualified for the job? Yes, that does violence to our

habits of thinking in the past, but we have to look into the
future and anticipate the requirements of a highly specialized
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technical service, the infancy of which was spent in flight that
may not necessarily be continued as it grows up.”

No member of the Air Board ever seriously questioned the dominant role
of the pilot. Flicrs alone continued to wear badges denoting their specialtics, and
“rated” and “nonrated” remained important words in the service’s vocabulary.
Despite broad agreement that the officer corps must be dramatically expandced,
the perceived needs of an overwhelmingly air-oriented scrvice, plus a certain
amount of entrenched thinking, limited both the speed and scope of change in
some officer personnel policies. Still, Knerr's thinking demonstrated that at
least some senior officers held a genuine commitment to expanding the officer
corps, whatever the consequences.”

There was better agreement on another, equally important, personnel policy
proposal made in 1947 defining the system that would structure and manage the
officer corps. The proposed system would give the independent Air Force an
infrastructure quite unlike that of the Army’s corps system.

The New Officer Personnel System

The Army had developed the corps system as a means of managing the
large number of functions inherent in modern military organizations. Each corps
provided a particular service, such as supply (Quartcrmaster Corps) or
transportation (Transportation Corps). A particular function became eligible for
corps status whenever it grew to sufficient size and importance, and recognition
of the increasing importance of aviation led to the creation of the Air Corps in
1926. Each corps was sanctioned by legislative action and, therefore, enjoyed
legal status that in some cases included control over its own financial appropria-
tions. The corps were highly autonomous, and officers were commissioned not
into the Army but into the corps of their specialty. Most officers spent their
entire careers in a single corps, and, in a very real sense, officers owed as much
loyalty to their corps as they did to the Army at large.

The officers developing the policies for the independent Air Force had
served in the Army’s corps system, specifically the Air Corps, but found the
system in some ways less than satisfactory. As members of the air component
of an overwhelmingly ground-oriented service, Air Corps officers had felt
shunted aside and undervalued, their influence limited, and their wishes seldom
heeded. Air Corps officers attending formal military schools found themselves
immersed in the study of military matters in which air power mattered hardly
at all. In their view, there was little an airman could contribute to the study of
such land battles as Gettysburg in 1863.

In the sensitive areas of rank distribution and promotion opportunity, Air
Corps officers had expressed considerable discontent. Promotions came slowly
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Maj. Gen. George E. Stratemeyer,
Commander of the Continental Air Command,
1948-1949.

in the interwar years and were based entirely on seniority and years of .
commissioned service. The relative youth of the Air Corps and its officer cadre
meant that few had the years of commissioned service necessary for promotion
to field grade (major through colonel). In the mid-1930s, only 12 percent of Air
Corps officers held field-grade rank as compared with an overall Army average
of 40 percent. The rank imbalance continued into the postwar period, for the
AAF had fewer than 4 percent of the permanent grade Regular Army colonels
and still less than a proportional share of the general officers.* Repeated
attempts to remedy the problem by securing a separate promotion list for the Air
Corps and, later, the AAF, failed."

The difficult search for a new personnel system began shortly after the war
ended. In November 1945, the Air Staff's Operations and Training Division
gave some thought to dividing the AAF into four “subforces”—flying, guided
missiles, antiaircraft, and technical and service—but the idea apparently
received little serious consideration. The U.S. Navy, the Royal Canadian Air
Force, and the Royal Air Force were studied as possible models, but without
success. The Royal Air Force, for example, depended on the British Army for
many services, tied rank closely with the position held by the officer, and
utilized a two-deputy system that divided the service into flying and nonflying
segments, all of which the nascent U.S. Air Force wished to avoid."!

The final decision on the internal structure for the Air Force was delayed
until almost the last moment. In fact, the Air Board did not discuss the issue
until September 9, 1947, less than two weeks before the establishment of the
‘independent Air Force. The discussion rejected the corps system as
uneconomical, excessively compartmented, and a system that divided an

* Virtually all officers held permanent ranks during peacetime. Higher temporary
ranks were authorized during wartime to flesh out the expanded rank structure, but
nearly everyone reverted to their permanent grades at the ended of hostilities.
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officer’s loyalty between the corps and the larger service. Because the twenty-
eight Army corps were legally established, they had excessive freedom from
centralized control, placing them in competition with each other and resulting
in an aggrandizement commonly known as empire building. While the estab-
lished corps endlessly jockeyed for positions of power, still other specialtics
aggressively lobbied for their own corps in a competitive atmosphere that
showed no sign of abating. The corps system was difficult to manage and
reduced the parent service to the embarrassing position of being less powerful
than the elements that composed it."

The internal structure chosen for the Air Force was virtually the antithesis
of the corps system. No element within the Air Force had a legal status. Any
unit, from detachment to major air command, existed only so long as Air Force
Headquarters saw fit. Changes in roles and missions and modifications to the
chain of command required only administrative dccisions. This emphasized
function, efficiency, and centralized authority, at the expense of whatever
stability and sccurity the legal basis of the Army corps had provided.

Virtually all officers were grouped together into one central body known
as the Officers of the Line of the Air Force, or line officers for short, where they
competed for advancement on the same promotion list. Chaplains, medical
personnel, and lawyers, the three exceptions to the line officer category, did not
fit comfortably in the larger group because of their training and the unique
ethical demands of their professions. Each of these three specialties was placed
in a separate category outside the Line of the Air Force, each with its own
promotion list and latitude to develop policics."

Within the Line of the Air Force, specialization was dealt with, not by a
system of corps, but by career ficlds.* Each carcer ficld encompassed a number
of specialties sufficiently related to be administered as a single unit. In the most
obvious example, all rated officers were placed in the flying carcer field. Table
2 shows the twelve carcer fields available to officers when the Air Force
became independent in September 1947.

The career fields were very different from the Army’s corps. Unlike the
corps system, Air Force officers were commissioned directly into the Air Force
and owed their loyalties only to the service. Once commissioned, officers were
assigned to career ficlds where their interests and qualifications could best serve
and be served. Individual interests and qualifications should ensure placement
in the proper career field, but if not, transfers could be arranged. Such transfers
were purely administrative matters that did not involve the legal questions that

* The major groups of specialtics have at various times in Air Force history been
called carcer segments, branches, carcer arcas and career fields. In the interest of
standardization, the term carcer ficlds was selected because it has been the most
frequently used in both colloquial and formal communications for the past quarter
century.

22




Laying the Foundations

largely froze Army officers into the corps in which they had been commis-
sioned."

Within career fields, officers advanced via career ladders that incorporated
command positions and a suitable percentage of biliets in the grades of colonel
and above. In all cases, rank distribution among the various career fields was
subject to adjustments if and when the needs of the Air Force changed and
certain career fields merited more, or less, lucrative rank structures than before.
The needs of the Air Force, constantly reevaluated and updated, determined
rank distribution in each career field up to and including general officer billets. "

Table 2

Major Career Fields
September 1947

Line of the Air Force Other Specialties
Aeronautical Engineering Chaplain
Electrical Engineering Medical
Automotive and Armament Justice
Construction

Personnel and Administration
Supply and Procurement
Information

Flying

Nonflying Tactical

Source: sixth meeting of the Air Board, pp. 129-30.

Although the major career fields did not carry the powers of an Army corps,
they were, like the corps, represented at each level in the Air Force chain of
command, from squadron level upward to Air Force Headquarters. Staff
positions existed for each career field at every level, ensuring direct contact
with the power structure, guaranteeing a role in the decision-making process,
and, in general, allowing each career field to exert influence. With each career
field thus protected from submersion within the overall organization, the
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system’s planners hoped no ficld would fecl unimportant, and esprit de corps
could be maintained."®

To make the new system work, the Air Staff accepted the career monitoring
and management responsibilities formerly exercised by the corps. The key to
these responsibilities lay in developing assignment policics of mutual bencfit
to both the service and the individual, something the Air Corps and the AAF
had not done with any consistency or commitment. In fact, many prewar per-
sonnel practices had been unsophisticated, even primitive. Officer assignments
had focused on filling positions as quickly as possible with a minimum of
regard for the individual’s skills or desires. Established patterns or procedures
an officer could consult to help plan a career were noticeably absent in a corps
devoted totally to flying.

World War II was not the time to address such issucs, so the inadequacies
of the old system permeated the early postwar period and caused problems for
a new generation of officers. Onc colonel recalled being reassigned ten times
in seven years. Another colonel arrived at his Pentagon assignment only to find
it already filled by a more readily available officer. The new arrival then had to
undergo the humiliation of walking door-to-door trying to find a job. Rather
than trust their fate to a system characterized by some officers as one that
“transferred people from base to base like a herd of goats” to fill an endless
“assortment of odd jobs,” some officcrs bypassed the system entirely.'” Onc
officer told how he did it:

I cultivate friends in Air Force Headquarters and if I don't
like an assignment I get it changed. It is getting to where a
discriminating officer cannot afford to just sit and await his
orders. In other words, we are managing our own carcers.'

The Air Force did not wish to live with such a system. After the Air Board
approved the carcer field concept, the Air Staff made all assignments to the
major air commands which, in turn, assigned personnel to subordinate echelons.
The Air Staff personnel division used data processing equipment to monitor the
careers of officers. Whenever possible, officers had a proper mix of assign-
ments, professional military schooling, and a fair share of time overseas.
Assignments were for a controlled period, usually three years, thus allowing
officers to make firm plans for that span of time."

Adoption of the basic concepts of a linc officer category (carcer fields and
centralized management instcad of corps), however, did not entirely lay the
matter to rest. The corps system still held an attraction for the senior leadership
of the Air Force, men who had matured in the world of the Air Corps and had
found some things to their liking. Letting go proved difficult for some of them,
because, for all its faults, the Army's corps system had provided sccurity and
a sense of belonging.?
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For the individual, security meant the stability inherent in the legal status
of a corps. Change came slowly and with considerable warning. In contrast, the
newly adopted system with its emphasis on efficiency, centralized management,
and constant reevaluation of needs held the possibility of rapid, capricious
changes that could produce turbulence for both the individual and the service.

For the institution, security meant that the corps’ legal status defined the
parameters within which training, experimentation, and study advanced a single
specialty. The prewar Air Corps, weak as it might have been, remained shielded
from massive interference by the ground-oriented parts of the Army. Within the
Air Corps, capable men, among them officers who would lead the force into the
1960s, nurtured the faith that the airplane would be a pivotal weapon in future
wars. Tactics and strategies had been tested, adopted, and modified in response
to new ideas and the rapid technological advances in aviation in the 1930s. All
that had been done within the confines of an Air Corps where men with the
same basic skill—piloting—could focus almost entirely on flying airplanes.

The sense of belonging that marked the Air Corps owed much to its small
size. In the interwar years, the Army had as many as eighteen thousand Regular
officers, but never more than two thousand were in the Air Corps. Within that
relatively small group, officers served with friends and acquaintances who
shared the common bond of piloting. They were the end-products of a rigorous
selection and training process that qualified them to fly airplanes, the unique
weapon of aerial warfare and probably the most highly romanticized manned
weapon system of this century. Airmen emphasized their sense of uniqueness
by adopting distinctive modes of dress, such-as white scarves and riding outfits
complete with spurs. During World War I, the distinctive “fifty mission crush”
service cap with its droopy, unmilitary look set airmen apart.

The problem for AAF planners was how to maintain that identity, that
obvious esprit de corps, in an era of increased parity among officers, pilots and
otherwise, with virtually everyone lumped into a single, amorphous body—the
line officer category. The senior leadership of the AAF pondered this problem,
but an entirely satisfactory answer eluded them. They rejected the corps system,
but they hedged that rejection. The line officer model was adopted, but only, in
the words of Lt. Gen. Idwal Edwards, Deputy Chief of Staff for Personnel, as
“an initial attempt at a solution.”?! Many issues relative to the officer personnel
system remained unresolved, and the new policies truly gained acceptance only
after protracted, sometimes bitter, struggles in the years that followed.

Defining the Rated Force
As the AAF traced the contours of its new personnel system, it acted to

reduce the number of categories allowed to hold an aeronautical rating. The
issue was critical since, despite the incorporation of other skills, flying remained
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the mission of the service and those with wings still set the standards. Prior to
the war, only commissioned officers and a minute number of enlisted men who
had completed formal pilot training could be rated, but beginning in 1940, the
exigencies of war and Congressional pressures had forced some dramatic
changes. By 1945, such groups as service pilots, glider pilots, liaison pilots, and
flight officers had wings and a claim to rated status. The Air Staff toyed briefly
with retaining some of these categories, but in March 1946, Maj. Gen. Fred
Anderson, the Chief of Personnel, announced that the rated force would consist
entirely of commissioned officers. Personnel in the other categories would be
dealt with in one of four ways: retention as nonrated officers, reduction to
enlisted status for those judged not to be of officer quality, elimination from
active duty, or retention as rated officers after upgrading to fully rated status.?

Each of the war-mandated categories presented a different problem. The
3,451 glider pilots had received only the most rudimentary flight training and
had no qualifications for other duties. They had no future in an Air Force that
did not have gliders in its plans. The role of the glider would be filled by troops
and equipment dropped by parachute. The last increment of 17 glider pilots left
the active duty lists in December 1947.%

Service pilots, numbering some twenty-eight hundred at war’s end, had
only limited utility since their rated qualification was confined to one type
aircraft, generally transport. Many were airline pilots hurriedly brought on
active duty to fly the same aircraft they had flown in civilian life. Despite their
limitations, the AAF elected to retain those who could pass a battery of flight
and physical exams, mect expanded flight requirements, and convince a board
of officers that they had officer qualities. In other words, if qualified, they
upgraded to fully rated status, but all other service pilots left the service by the
end of 1946.%

Flight officers, made up of navigators and bombardiers as well as pilots,
constituted the largest of the war-mandated categories. Established by
Congressional action in July 1942, flight officers were airborne warrant officers.
They had completed flight training and met all rated requirements, but had been
denied a commission because of deficiencies in officer qualities, such as lack
of maturity, inadequate education, or the inability to demonstrate leadership.
Some received commissions after a period of service, but many did not; and like
the temporary officer’s commission, the flight officer rank terminated automat-
ically six months after the cessation of hostilitics. Those with commissions
received the same consideration as any other rated officer, but those who
remained flight officers or who had been demoted back to flight officer after the
war saw their appointments terminated. The number of flight officers dropped
from approximately thirty-two thousand in June 1945 to fifty-three in December
1946, after which they disappeared from the rolls.*

The most difficult group to deal with was the enlisted pilots. Whereas the
other categories owed their existence to the wartime emergency, enlisted men
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had first earned wings in 1912. In 1926, Congress passed legislation requiring
that at least 20 percent of the pilots in tactical units during peacetime be
enlisted, apparently because enlisted men earned lesser salaries than officers.
However, that element of the law was never strictly enforced, and the Air
Corps’ compliance did not meet its letter. Indeed, the senior leadership did not
like enlisted men piloting aircraft. The very existence of enlisted pilots
challenged the philosophy that equated a pilot with leadership and command
and, hence, with the qualities desired in an officer. The loose enforcement of the
law allowed the Air Corps to follow the course of least resistance by largely
ignoring the requirement. On average, only about fifty enhsted pilots per year
were trained during the interwar years.”

In early 1941, the increasing demand for pilots began to exceed the number
of pilot applicants who had the required two years of college. Faced with the
choice of lowering the educational requirements for officers or training more
enlisted pilots, General Arnold chose to have more enlisted pilots trained. The
first increment of enlisted pilots under the expanded program, 188 in number,
began training on June 4, 1941. Within a year the overwhelming demand for
rated personnel made the educational requirement almost extraneous and the
enlisted pilot program merged with the vastly larger Aviation Cadet program.
All the approximately 2,500 men trained as enlisted pilots received appoint-
ments as flight officers or, in some cases, as commissioned officers by the end
of the war.”

The first meeting of the Air Board in April 1946 debated enlisted pilots at
length. General Knerr argued against enlisted pilots, but others disagreed. The
opposition, led by Maj. Gen. Elwood R. Quesada, Commander of the Tactical
Air Command, suggested a role for enlisted men as liaison pilots, yet another
rated group emerging from the war. Liaison pilots had been eliminated from
flight training because of flying deficiencies, but possessed sufficient skill to
pilot small, single-engine aircraft. They did so as enlisted men whose main duty
was to spot artillery shell strikes and radio the adjustments necessary to bring
the guns onto the target. The board debated having enlisted liaison pilots, but,
as in the past, the members seemed uncomfortable with the idea of enlisted men
flying airplanes. The discussion ended with the board tacitly accepting the
position that only commissioned officers should be pilots.?*

After the war, those enlisted pilots who did not retain their commissions
were, with few exceptions, given their choice of being discharged or serving in
nonflying duties. By mid-1948, only 142 enlisted pilots remained, and most of
those lost their ratings in December of that year. The few exceptions were those
who had earned their wings prior to 1941. They remained on active duty as
pilots until retirement. The last enlisted pilot, Master Sergeant George Holmes,
retired in 1957.%

Terminating the several war-mandated categories was not a pleasant job.
It involved the demotion or discharge of many men who had served their
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Capt. Charles E. Yeager, who entered pilot training in the enlisted pilots’
program, standing alongside the Bell X-! “Glamorous Glennis,” in
which he became the first person to exceed the speed of sound.

country well in time of crisis and who wished to continue that service in the
independent Air Force. Even the usually uncritical Air Force Times, the
service’s unofficial newspaper, gave the Air Force an “A” in efficiency, but an
“F” in humanity for its handling of the enlisted pilots. In the case of enlisted
pilots and flight officers, the blow was softened by granting a large number of
commissions in the Reserve forces to those who applied for them. Of the more
than eight thousand flight officers who applied, over 80 percent received
Reserve commissions. Enlisted pilots received a generous number of Reserve
appointments as well.* Within a few years, Korea would provide many of these
men with another chance at active duty service, if they still wanted it.

Augmenting the Regular Force

Asiteliminated rated groups, the AAF began building up the force through
the selection of some forty-one hundred officers for the Regular commissions
prescribed by PL. 79-281. The augmentation, which would more than double the
size of the Regular officer force, was critically important in defining the
composition of the service’s leadership in the generation following World War
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II. All selections were to be made by a single board, with the list published by
the end of June 1946 to meet the requirements of the law. This meant that the
entire process, from publicizing the competition to making the selections, had
to be compressed into a six-month period.

The most obvious problem was the sheer volume of applicants, as every
Reserve officer and every temporary officer on active duty could apply. Tem-
porary officers already separated from the service, but who had expressed an
interest in a Regular commission prior to their departure could also apply. The
total number of eligible officers exceeded one hundred thousand, of which some
eighty thousand actually competed, almost twenty times the number of spaces.*

The ability to select from such a large number of applicants seemed to hold
the promise of a handsome harvest of talent in every specialty. Yet even as it
cast its net wide, the AAF restricted the catch. This first postwar augmentation
concentrated on those with outstanding wartime records, without regard for
either the specialty of the individual officer or how those selected fit into the
prescribed 70:30 ratio between rated and nonrated officers. Another piece of
legislation then before Congress to expand further the Regular establishment
could be used to satisfy the rated/nonrated ratio and to fiil vacancies in the many
specialties.”

In this first augmentation, the AAF sought officers from among the eighty
thousand whose records demonstrated leadership and the ability to perform
effectively in positions of responsibility. General Anderson highlighted these
qualities, plus traditional military virtues, when he asked a number of senior
officers to recommend candidates based on personal knowledge. The emphasis,
he wrote, should be on

group commanders and those officers that were picked from
units and placed in responsible staff positions. . . . The
individual will be considered outstanding if he is recognized
by his superiors and fellow officers as excelling in leadership,
moral fibre, integrity, courage, and overall efficiency in
whatever task or duty assigned. He must be truly the cream of
the crop.”

Without saying so, the criteria directed the selection process toward rated
officers, mainly pilots, by emphasizing qualities that one expected in combat
commanders. Here, then, was a military service in a period of transition to a
broader-based officer corps still anchoring the core of its future leadership on
the firm and familiar foundation of the traditional military values that had
served it so well in the past. Although his list may not have been typical,
General Spaatz recommended thirty-six officers for Regular commissions. His
list included Col. Paul W. Tibbetts, pilot of the Enola Gay, the first aircraft to
drop an atomic bomb. However, the list contained only one nonrated officer.**
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The AAF's definition of the most desirable officers scemed straightforward
enough, but commissioning these men proved difficult. The sclection process
consisted of three parts: an evaluation of three wartime officer efficiency reports
oneachapplicant, abiographical questionnairc completed by the individual, and
an interview conducted by a board of officers. Points were assigned for each
part, and the total number of points were tallied to give a composite score. A
score of approximately 262 points made an officer competitive for a Regular
commission. The selection process lent itsclf well to machine scoring, an
important considcration given the huge amount of data handled.

The heart of the sclection process, the criteria for arriving at a composite
score, had been developed by a special War Department committec and was so
highly classified that no one outside that committec was privy to its provisions.
When applied to a small number of records on a test basis the criteria had
worked well; when applied to the larger body of AAF applicants they did not
work at all. Perhaps the sample had not been truly representative, or more
likely, in trying to develop selection criteria for all three branches (Army Air
Forces, Army Ground Forces, and Army Service Forces), emphasis had focused
on factors other than those the AAF had in mind. Either way, the selection
process threatened AAF plans by awarding low compositc scores to highly
regarded officers and high composite scores to officers of Iesser quality.

In June 1946, Maj. Gen. Albert F. Hegenberger, head of the AAF Officer
Selection Board, alerted the Air Board to the problem. Using the records of four
officers competing for a Regular commission, he illustrated how far the
selection process diverged from the needs of the AAF. Three of the officers, two
lieutenant colonels and a major, were pilots with impressive wartime records
that included command experience and, among them, the destruction of at least
thirty-five aircraft, two ships, and onc submarine. The fourth officer, a
lieutenant, had no combat experience and had not even served overseas until
after thc war. Yet only the licutenant, with 260 points, had a competitive
composite score. The other officers scored 229, 235, and 236 points, far short
of the total needed. Furthermore, if all received Regular commissions, the
lieutenant would outrank the other three officers in permanent rank by virtue of
the seniority awarded him because of his age. The situation was intolerable.*®

Spaatz protested in a June 7, 1946, memo to Eisenhower. After a quick
review of the problems caused by the composite score system, Spaatz recom-
mended that it be discarded. Irritated at what must have seemed an example of
the Army’s insensitivity to thc AAF's needs, he requested authority for the
AAF to make its own selection in lieu of thc composite score system.”

Eisenhower did not agree. Instead, he authorized the commanding general
of each branch (air, ground, and service) to add up to forty points to individual
composite scores to align those scores with branch needs. Points could not be
taken away from an applicant, so the lieutenant in General Hegenberger's
example may well have received a Regular commission, but almost certainly the
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Maj. Gen. Albert F. Hegenberger,
head of the Army Air Forces’
Officer Selection Board.

other three officers got the points they needed for selection as well. The
extension of the forty-point option to the other Army branches suggests that
discontent with the selection criteria was not unique with the AAF.*

Armed with the forty-point option, the records were adjusted and the
selection process was completed on time, raising the AAF Regular officer
strength to 7,355—6,589 (89.6 percent) rated and 766 (10.4 percent) nonrated.
Of those augmented under PL. 79-281, about 20 percent were nonrated, a
surprisingly high figure given the emphasis placed on combat-proven officers
with command experience.”

Still not satisfied, Spaatz and Hegenberger requested additional changes in
a memo to Eisenhower. Although the AAF had used the forty-point option to
improve the composite scores of deserving officers, it still found itself granting
Regular commissions to officers with high composite scores, but mediocre
records. The two generals made thirteen recommendations that, if adopted,
would allow each Army branch a major role in completely rewriting the selec-
tion criteria. Even then, they argued, the composite score should serve only as
a guideline with the final selection authority vested within each Army branch.
Given the history of difficulties experienced by an air branch in a ground-
oriented service, the request was understandable. Given the importance of this
process in selecting the nucleus of the first generation of officers of the
independent Air Force, it was also justified.*

Eisenhower agreed and on July 23 authorized the commanding general of
each Army branch to disregard the applicant’s score if necessary to meet the
requirements of the particular arm or service. By returning the final authority
to the branches, where it probably belonged all along, Eisenhower defused the
controversy, and the composite score system passed from the scene as the basic
selection tool for picking Regular officers in subsequent selection cycles.*!

Eisenhower’s decision came just in time for the second major piece of
officer personnel legislation in the postwar era. On August 8, 1946, the 79th
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Congress passed Public Law 670, which modified PL 79-281 by doubling the
Regular officer strength of the Army to fifty thousand and allowing the service
to determine when the selection process would be completed. Whereas PL
79-281 had only been an interim measure, the combination of Public Laws 281
and 670 established the ceiling on the number of Regular officers in the Army
and soon-to-be-independent Air Force.”

The Army became aware of major provisions of PL 79-670 in early April
1946, but the distribution of Regular commissions among its branches remained
unclear. The Air Staff belicved that the AAF might end up with as many as
27,500 Regular officers. An Army-sponsored draft of the legislation, circulated
in May, supported that figure for the AAF; however, the bill, as passed, made
no reference to distribution, leaving that decision entircly up to thc Army. As
late as July 30, Eisenhower still supported the 27,500 figure, but for unknown
reasons, he subsequently reduced the AAF total to 25,000. Approximately 4,500
of the billets were reserved for officers to transfer their commissions to the Air
Force, a process that dragged on into the 1950s, largely duc to the reluctance of
the Army to release some officers who wished to make the switch.*

With the augmentation under PL 79-281 completed, thc AAF began
selecting the eighteen thousand additional officers provided by PL 79-670,
fleshing out the officer corps billet by billet to meet three requircments: man the
peacetime force, answer the initial surge required in time of conflict, and stay
within established manpower ceilings. The 70:30 ratio between rated and non-
rated officers provided both the framework and the logic to satisfy all the
requirements. Studies in 1946 and 1947 showed that all rated billets could be
filled with a rated force numbering only 38 percent of the officer corps. By
adding in all positions collateral to flying in which a rated officer was desirable,
but not mandatory, the percentage approached 50 percent, but no higher.*!

With the 70:30 ratio, at least a 20-percent surplus of rated Regular officers
remained, but it was by design. The extra rated officers served in nonrated
billets to acquire broader, “generalist” experience that better prepared them for
positions of increased responsibility. This was a major concern since, even in
1947, few officers, regardless of rank and years of service, had any experience
outside flying. In the Air Staff's estimation, approximately 80 percent of all
officer billets could be filled by rated officers with a minimum of additional
training, more than enough to accommodate the rated officers called for in the
70:30 ratio. Rated officers could expect tours of duty in both rated and nonrated
billets during their careers, a policy made possible by the assignment flexibility
of the personnel framework adopted in lieu of the more rigid corps system.*

Such a policy also answered thc surge requirements for rated officers
should the nation suddenly find itself at war. In that unhappy event, rated
officers in nonrated billets faced immediate recall to the cockpit to provide
approximately two crew members for each rated position. That was an impor-
tant consideration in time of war when men became as difficult to replace as
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machines. Rated officers in nonrated billets would maintain a minimum level
of flying proficiency to speed their return to fully qualified status in time of
need. The shortage in nonrated officers caused by the recall of rated officers to
flying duties would be met by mobilizing the Reserves or by commissioning
and training replacements, many probably performing the same or nearly the
same duties as in civilian life. The time needed to turn a civilian into a fully
qualified rated officer (over a year) as opposed to the time for a nonrated officer
(three months or less) and the greater importance of the rated officer to the
central mission of the service made this policy a good trade.*®

Assigning rated officers to nonrated billets formalized prewar policies
aimed at providing rated officers with generalist backgrounds. In the prewar Air
Corps, pilots had received a rudimentary type of generalist training by working
in such duties as supply, ordnance, and communications. However, such
training had been informal, haphazard, and limited to performing whatever
duties were available in and around a flying unit. The pursuit of a generalist
background in the postwar period was much different than in the Air Corps; it
was now a formal part of assignment procedures. Rated officers had previously
broadened their experience by performing duties distinctly secondary to flying,
but the priorities were now reversed. Rated officers in nonrated positions gave
the nonrated duties priority and honed their flying skills whenever they could,
including on their own time.*’

Problems with the 70:30 Ratio

Ironically, the augmentation under PL 79-670 had not been completed
when the 70:30 ratio began to cause serious problems. When established in
November 1945, the ratio had provided a necessary foundation for planning and
had, in fact, been critical in getting planning started. In August 1946, the ratio
received some attention when a board headed by Brig. Gen. Edwin B. Lyon,
who succeeded Maj. Gen. Hegenberger as head of the AAFs Officer Selection
Board, convened to prepare an officer structure plan for the projected increase
in the number of Regular officers. The board validated the 70:30 ratio, but
added the recommendation that the ratio be maintained at all grade levels.*

To keep the ratio at all grade levels, rated officers in excess of 70 percent
would have to be maintained to make up for those killed while flying aircraft.
The number of men that would be killed in peacetime was unknown, but
attrition would be enormous in wartime. Between December 1941 and August
1945,17,021 AAF officers died in combat while 63,170 aircraft accidents killed
an almost equal number. Wartime accidents destroyed more aircraft (19,376)
than were lost in combat (13,700), and the death rate among fliers in the post-
war period was over five times that of nonfliers. An Air Staff paper suggested
that if about 74 percent of newly commissioned second lieutenants were rated,
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the ratio could be reasonably maintained throughout. Although there is no hard
evidence of that percentage being formally adopted, all the correspondence
continued to specify a 70 percent rated force.”

Whatever the outcome of the Lyon’s board recommendation, the ratio was
clearly in trouble by the spring of 1947. On April 1, the Air Inspector, Maj.
Gen. Junius W. Jones, sharply criticized the ratio on grounds of economy and
efficiency. The mandate for 70 percent rated officers, Jones said, far exceeded
any reasonable requirements and resulted in over half of the twenty-three
thousand pilots on stateside assignments holding nonrated billets. Even in the
unit with the largest demand for rated officers, a B-29 squadron, only 56
percent of the officers performed rated duties. The AAF expended half of all
flying time trying to keep rated officers at a minimum level of proficiency. The
ratio had the additional drawback of forcing the AAF to commission too many
substandard rated officers just to meet the 70 percent demanded by the policy.
Jones strongly urged that the matter be reconsidered.*

At the same time, the large number of rated officers drew unwanted
attention from Congress. Congressional interest in rated officers became evident
early in 1946 when Spaatz had to defend the flight (hazardous duty) pay of older
rated officers and those rated officers in nonrated positions. He succeeded, but
events, both within and outside the ability of the service to control, progres-
sively undermined the defense of the number of rated officers.*'

In late 1945, a B-25 bomber crashed into New York City’s Empire State
Building, killing the crew and many people in the building. News accounts
portrayed the mission as nonessential because the crew was flying for
proficiency, throwing the AAF on the defensive. The media coverage also
included statements by junior officers charging that senior officers “sand-
bagged” (flew as passengers), while claiming credit for controlling the aircraft.
Even more embarrassing were figures released in early 1947 showing that,
despite proficiency flying accounting for half of all flying time, over half the
pilots transferring from stateside assignments to the Pacific had less than one
hundred hours at the controls of an aircraft during the preceding year, not
enough to maintain the level of minimum proficiency prescribed by the AAF.*

The problem with Congress, however, was strictly a matter of numbers and
money. In 1945, approximately 210,000 rated officers had manned some 80,000
airplanes, a ratio of about 2.6 per aircraft. By mid-1947, the active aircraft
inventory had plummeted to perhaps 5,100 and the rated force stood at about
25,000. That made about five rated officers available for each aircraft. Those
figures and the money needed to support such a bloated rated force were what
concerned Congress. The flight pay paid crew members alone came to over $67
million annually, not to mention the cost of maintaining and operating the many
aircraft used to support proficiency flying.”

Nevertheless, Congress did not act until the hearings for the fiscal year
1948 budget. Hoping to reduce military expenditures to under $11 billion, the
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Truman administration began looking for ways to meet that goal, and pressure
to cut the rated inventory began to increase. In April 1947, the Air Comptroller,
Maj. Gen. Edwin Rawlings, warned that the AAF's justification for its number
of rated officers might not be adequate. A month later, Congress sliced $3.6
million from the AAF's appropriations, citing as justification the excessive -
numbers of rated officers. The reduction was small, but it had the marks of a
warning, a harbinger of things to come if the AAF failed to set its house in order
and further reduce its rated force.*

Spaatz quickly appointed a board héaded by Maj. Gen. Otto P. Weyland,
Assistant Chief of the Air Staff for Plans, to study the matter. After a meeting
with the Air Comptroller, the board came away convinced that the budget cut
was not serious and could be absorbed without difficulty. The main objective
was to develop policies to prevent it from happening again and to avoid at all
costs having Congress dictate the solution to an AAF problem.*

In early June, Weyland briefed the Air Board on the tentative findings of
his group. The major objectives, he noted, were to maintain two rated officers
per rated billet, have available some fifteen hundred officers for staff and
command positions should mobilization take place, and do it all with fewer
rated officers. Using 1944 as a baseline, when the AAF fought a war with only
52 percent rated officers, he estimated that the number of rated officers could
be reduced. While unsure of the exact number, Weyland ventured that the final
reduction would stabilize at about 64 percent by 1949. Any shortage of rated
officers would have to be made up by better incorporating rated Reserve
officers into the overall planning. This meant that rated Reserve officers would
have to spend longer tours of active duty, a minimum of three years, and
undergo more intensive training to be of immediate value in case of mobili-
zation. Although General Weyland would not go beyond these few obser-
vations, he had appointed a subcommittee to come up with the actual figures. -
He hoped its report, not yet completed, would provide guidance for long-term
planning.*

On July 25, the subcommittee’s thirteen-page report arrived on General
Weyland’s desk. The report integrated personnel requirements and likely
budgetary constraints in arriving at conclusions similar to those Weyland had
voiced earlier. The subcommittee believed that the AAF could meet all rated
requirements for both the active duty and Reserve forces by training three
thousand pilots and one thousand other rated officers annually. This level of
training would produce a pool of some nineteen thousand younger officers
capable of actually flying combat, provided the active duty commitment was set
at four years (three years after finishing flight school).”’”

Like General Weyland, the report forecast a lower percentage of rated
officers. Given the parameters outlined above, the subcommittee believed that
an officer corps with the rated officers sized between 50 percent and 60 percent
could meet all requirements, with the likelihood of an even lower percentage in
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Maj. Gen. Otto P. Weyland,
Assistant Chicf of the Air Staff for Plans,
1946-1947.

the future. Whatever the case, the report recommended flexibility and the
avoidance of any fixed ratio in identifying officer requirements.*

The report, in stinging language, dismissed the 70:30 ratio as arbitrary and
harmful to mission accomplishment. The requirements of the AAF must be
subject to continuous revision. Any ratio, the report argued, must be a derived
value after specific requirements, for both rated and nonrated officers, had been
identified. Any ratio, good or bad, was useful only in the short term, such as for
developing budget requests for a given fiscal ycar.”

The subcommittec argued that the AAF had attacked the problem
incorrectly. The 70:30 ratio had provided a useful tool in getting planning
underway in 1945, but beyond that it proved of little value in addressing officer
requirements. If, in 1947, the service needed three thousand pilots annually or
two hundred additional weather officers, then the question of rated or nonrated
ratios was irrelevant.*” Even Congress might have been better persuaded if the
AAF case for rated officers had used a position-by-position analysis that
reflected the latest estimate of requirements. Relying on an increasingly dubious
ratio and such broad categorics as rated and nonrated no doubt struck the
legislators as evasive and poorly reasoned. Clearly, the AAF's argument had
not been convincing.

At least part of General Weyland’s counse! was quickly enacted. In August
1947, plans were initiated to increase the annual output of pilots from 825 to
3,000 and to expand the training of other rated officers from 180 to 1,564 (1,000
navigators and 564 observers) annually. The target date for reaching and sus-
taining the increased pilot training rate was the middle of 1949. Increasing the
number of other rated officers would take longer, but by the spring of 1949 the
facilities at Ellington Air Force Base, Texas, had been expanded sufficiently so
that building toward the desired levels could begin.®

As for the 70:30 ratio, its fatc was less than certain. It disappeared as a
planning factor, never to be mentioned again in officer personnel matters. Yet
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its shadow was long. In its brief 18-month life it had formed one of the basic
considerations in awarding a Regular commission to over twenty thousand offi-
cers, most of whom were pilots. The ratio gave the first generation of Air Force
officers an overwhelmingly rated orientation that hindered efforts over the next
twenty years to integrate nonrated officers into service. In sum, in its brief life,
the 70:30 ratio had, to a very large degree, established the composition of the
Regular officer corps for the first generation of Air Force officers.

The same day that the Weyland subcommittee presented its report, July 25,
1947, Congress passed one of the major pieces of military legislation in
American history, the National Security Act of 1947. Among its provisions was
the establishment of separate and independent departments of the Army, Navy,
and Air Force under a civilian Secretary of Defense. The Air Force became a
separate service on September 18, 1947.

The two years between the end of the war and the passage of the National
Security Act of 1947 had been years of explosive demobilization as well as drift
and uncertainty in military matters. Even the deterioration of relations with the
Soviet Union had not produced support for military expenditures in a nation still
struggling with the effects of a world war. Congress revived selective service
in mid-1948, but actual conscription was small, sufficient only to keep the
already reduced military strength from falling further. After a few months, draft
calls ceased as the retention of personnel improved, but selective service was
still technically alive when the Korean War started in June 1950. Despite
presidential and popular support, Congress never enacted Universal Military
Training, which would have provided rudimentary military training to virtually
all able-bodied young men. Traditional isolationist sentiment and traditional
indifference to peacetime military duty kept UMT in permanent limbo, although
it remained an issue for years to come.*

Meanwhile, the military establishment continued to decline until June 1947,
when demobilization officially ended. The Army shrank from 91 divisions to
10, the Navy’s 1,166 combat vessels declined to 343, and the Marines trimmed
from 10 divisions to 2. The AAF experience was similar; its wartime strength
of some 213 air groups plummeted to perhaps 48, of which only 11 were fully
operational. In personnel strength, the AAF “bottomed out” in May 1947 at just
over 300,000, including just over 42,000 officers. When the fledgling Air Force
took wing in September 1947, the overall strength had rebounded modestly to
some 310,000.%

¥ %k ok ok ok

Despite the postwar drift and the upheaval wrought by demobilization, the
AAF's accomplishments in officer personnel matters were considerable. The
very instability of the times, and the need to give direction to an independent
Air Force brought forth a number of ideas. Many ideas never got beyond
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informal discussions within the Air Staff, but those that became policy
constituted something of a revolution in the way the newly independent Air
Force staffed and managed its officer corps. In two hectic years, policy changes
weakened, but did not entirely remove, a ncar-total focus on pilots; the corps
system was rejected; personnel management proccdures initiated; and virtually
all officers brought into a single body to compete for advancement on the same
promotion list. Given the degree to which those decisions gave direction to
subsequent officer personnel policics, they were among the most important in
the history of the United States Air Force.

38




Chapter Three

Erecting and Manning the Structure
1947-1950

The Air Force gained the status of an independent service in 1947, the year
accepted by some historians as the beginning of the Cold War with the Soviet
Union. In the early years of this confrontation, the United States, eschewing a
large standing Army, relied on strategic aviation and its nuclear monopoly as
the nation’s trump card. In some ways, however, the infant Air Force was ill-
prepared for that responsibility. Long-range bombers and trained crews were in
short supply, and the seventy-group force promised in 1945 had failed to
materialize. A shortage of skilled personnel required the Army to continue
supporting its offspring, a condition that would endure for almost another
decade. Further, the Air Force and the Navy, both of which could project power
over great distances, were involved in a bitter and open dispute over the roles
and missions of the two services.

Officially, the Air Force became a separate service on September 18, 1947,
and W. Stuart Symington, Assistant Secretary of War for Air since February
1946, became the first Secretary of the Air Force. Actual independence,
however, in terms of command of people and control of assets, arrived over the
next few years via some forty transfer orders signed by the first two Secretaries
of Defense, James V. Forrestal and Louis A. Johnson. For example, Transfer
Order No. 1, dated September 26, 1947, moved General Carl Spaatz, with his
new title of Chief of Staff of the United States Air Force, under the newly
created Department of the Air Force. The next three transfer orders dealt with
personnel—on October 1, 1947, Transfer Order No. 2 gave the Air Force the
authority to manage its officer corps, No. 3 (October 31, 1947) approved the
transfer of officers from the Army to the Air Force over the next two years, and
No. 4 (November 30, 1947) moved appropriate military and civilian billets from
the Army to the Air Force.'
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W. Stuart Symington,
first Secretary of the Air Force,
served 1947-1950.

B S

From September 1947 until the outbreak of the Korecan War in June 1950,
the fledgling service began building on the officer personnel foundation laid
down during the previous two years. Building the structure was largely a matter
of distributing the available officers, most of whom came on active duty during
World War II, throughout the rank structure from second licutenant to colonel
and of establishing the procurement programs to support the entire system.
First, however, the service had to deal with the ramifications of the Officer
Personnel Act of 1947. Commonly referred to as the OPA of 1947, and passed
by the 80th Congress on August 10, 1947, as Public Law 381, it became the
most important piece of officer personnel legislation for a generation after
World War II.

The Officer Personnel Act of 1947

The primary purpose of the OPA of 1947 was to revise and update the legal
foundation that governed the way all the military services managed their Reg-
ular officers. Although thc OPA of 1947 dcalt in some degree with all major
Regular officer personnel issucs, four of its provisions were particularly note-
worthy: promotion by selection rather than seniority, attrition by mandatory
retirement in the upper grades, attrition by dismissal from scrvice of Regular
officers who twice failed permanent promotion to any one grade, and temporary
promotions without regard for length of service.” At the time, they constituted
virtually a revolution in the policies governing the promotion and tenure of
Regular officers.

These revolutionary overtones were by design, since one of the secondary
goals of the OPA of 1947 was to correct faults in the prewar policies exposed
by events in World War II. Under prewar peacetime policies, promotions were
automatic through the grade of colonel after an officer completed the required
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number of years of commissioned service, provided the promotion did not ex-
ceed the maximum number of billets authorized the service in the next higher
grade. When the number of billets was exceeded, which occurred often, officers
waited, sometimes for years, until someone died, got promoted, or retired before
they could assume the higher grade. In 1940, the seniority system was so glutted
with officers from World War I that over one thousand Army officers with
sufficient service to be lieutenant colonels were still captains due to the lack of
vacancies in the higher grades. With the exception of a very few billets that
could be filled by officers holding temporary rank, all ranks and promotions
were permanent and all officers, regardless of ability, advanced in lockstep
based entirely on seniority. No provisions existed for accelerating the advance-
ment of exceptional officers and very few mechanisms were in place to elimi-
nate poor officers. About the only way to dismiss a Regular officer was for the
conviction of a civil crime or for “undesirable characteristics,” presumably a
reference to proclivities unacceptable in “an officer and a gentleman.” The
prewar milieu sapped ambition, destroyed initiative, and encouraged routine and
perfunctory performance of duty.?

Hand-in-hand with a promotion system that did not reward ability went a
leisurely life style. Reflecting back on the prewar Air Corps, several retired
generals remembered senior officers “who had never really done a day’s work
in their life because in the old days there wasn’t much to do around an oper-
ational unit.” Others recalled strict limits on flying time because of a lack of
funds, work days that ended at noon, and young officers enjoying many pleasant
afternoons drinking beer or going on picnics with college coeds. The privilege
of living the life of a gentleman was, as the sociologist Morris Janowitz noted,
one of the rewards for enduring the isolation and routine of the peacetime
military.* However, in failing to instill the discipline and work habits needed to
meet the challenge of wartime command, that life style contributed to the subse-
quent poor showing of many senior officers.

The quality of senior officers produced by the prewar milieu provided
General George C. Marshall, who became Army Chief of Staff in September
1939, with one of his most serious officer personnel problems. Soon after he
assumed his post, the military buildup for World War Il began, and with it came
an increased number of high-command billets and ever-increasing pressure on

_individuals who held those billets. Marshall had long known that seniority
provided no indication of ability, but he was still shocked at the number of
officers who performed badly when appointed to responsible positions. Even
officers who had previously shown promise came apart under the demands
placed upon them.

Marshall dealt ruthlessly with those who failed to discharge their responsi-
bilities, even with some who were personal friends. Using legislation passed in
July 1941, he retired or dismissed 195 Regular officers in the autumn of 1941,
over five times the number removed in the previous half decade. Others were
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exiled to less demanding, and nonpromotable, positions from which they never
escaped. Few of the corps and division commanders he appointed in 1940 and
1941 survived the purge and served until the end of the war. During the war,
Marshall established panels, known as “plucking boards,” which, acting on the
recommendations of field commanders, “plucked” incffective general officers
and colonels from the ranks for retircment, including twenty AAF generals that
were apparently “plucked” in early 1944, Using legislation enacted in 1940,
Marshall bypassed the permanent system and promoted promising, but rela-
tively junior, officers to temporary flag rank to fill the thirty-five new general
officer billets created in the eightecn months before Pearl Harbor. Among those
benefiting from temporary promotions were Dwight D. Eisecnhower, Joscph W.
Stillwell, Omar N. Bradley, and Carl A. Spaatz, to name but a few.*

The unsatisfactory experience with seniority promotions impelled the Army
in early 1946 to begin planning for an entirely new system, one that would
attract sufficient numbers of qualificd officers and respond to national needs.
The actual drafting of the Army’s (and soon-to-be-independent Air Force’s)
portion of the legislation rested with the War Department Promotion and
Planning Board, headed by Brig. Gen. John E. Dahlquist. The proposed legis-
lation went to Congress in the early summer of 1947. Expertly guided by
General Dahlquist, the Army and Air Force portion enjoyed smooth sailing
through the various hearings. General Dwight Eisenhower, now the Army Chief
of Staff, lent his considerable prestige in supporting testimony before the Senate
Committee on Armed Services.® )

As passed, the Army and Air Force portion of the OPA of 1947 consisted
of only thirty-three pages; the Navy portion ran about onc hundred pages,
apparently because the Navy, unlike the other two services, made provisions for
promotions in its Reserve forces. Under the provisions of the OPA of 1947, a
young officer entered the Regular officer ranks as a second licutenant and faced
promotion by selection, not seniority, to thc next higher permanent grade at
mandated points in his carcer. Exceptional officers could be promoted to
temporary grades higher than their permanent rank to fill billets left vacant for
that purpose. ‘

Failing promotion twice for any onc permanent (not temporary) grade
below colonel meant dismissal from service or, for those with sufficient years
of service, mandatory retirement. Senior officers could also be mandatorily
retired based on a combination of age, years of service in one grade, and total
years of commissioned service. The Air Force had its own promotion list
separate from the Army.” (Appendix 4 contains pertinent extracts from the
Army and Air Force portion of the OPA of 1947.)

Although the OPA of 1947 made provisions for eliminating officers, it did
not provide the means to deal with officers whose conduct required swifter
action. In June 1948, the 80th Congress passed Public Law 810 (PL 80-810),
the Army and Air Force Vitalization and Retirement Equalization Act of 1948,
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Brig. Gen. John E. Dahlquist,
head of the War Department
Promotion and Planning Board.

to correct that deficiency. Among its provisions, the new law required the
service secretaries to periodically convene panels that reviewed the records of
all Regular officers and to dismiss those unfit for further service. Dismissal
could be for a single act or for conduct over a short period of time. PL 80-810
amounted to an addendum to the OPA of 1947 and institutionalized the
“plucking board” philosophy inaugurated earlier by General Marshall.*

Incorporated into the service as Air Force Regulation (AFR) 36-2, the
dismissal authority of PL. 80-810 aimed primarily at getting rid of substandard
performers, but it also addressed other shortcomings. These included financial
and personal irresponsibility, lying, homosexuality, intemperance, and failure
to maintain minimum levels of proficiency.’ Taken together, the categories gave
meaning to the older term “undesirable characteristics,” now specified and more
rigorously applied.

Realigning the Permanent Rank Structure

The OPA of 1947 specified the number of Regular officers in each
permanent grade below brigadier general as a percentage of the total: colonels,
8 percent; lieutenant colonels, 14 percent; majors, 19 percent; captains, 23
percent; and each grade of lieutenant, 18 percent. The legislation also specified
the total number of general officers as 0.75 percent of the number of Regular
officers below brigadier general, with no more than four to hold the temporary
rank of general and no more than thirteen the temporary rank of lieutenant
general, producing a projected general officer rank structure approximately as
shown in table 3. Officers competed for permanent promotions through the
grade of colonel at points in their careers defined by years of commissioned
service. As a means of stimulating duty performance with more rapid advance-
ment, every promotion point except first licutenant came earlier than under the
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prewar system. Table 4 compares the years required for promotion under both
systems. .

The main problem for the Air Force was that its officer corps did not
remotely approach a balance in terms of years of service nceded to fit into the
authorized rank structure. To fill the three ficld grades (major, lieutenant
colonel, and colonel) required over 7,500 officers with fifteen to thirty years of
service; but in 1947, only about 1,600 such officers served on active duty. At
the other extreme, only about 3,300 permanent first licutenants werc authorized,
but over 11,600 officers, those commissioned during World War II, had the
three to seven years of service that consigned them to that grade. Only in the
rank of captain did a balance between authorized and actual numbers exist.'®
Table 5 compares the permanent grade numbers authorized by the OPA of 1947
and the actual number of Air Force officers eligible for or serving in those
grades in latc 1947.

Table 3

Projected General Officer Structure

Grade Number
General 4
Lieutenant General 13
Major General 58
Brigadier General 75

Total 150

Sources: memo, Upston to Spaatz, subject: Permanent General Officers, Aug. 6, 1947, scventh meeting
of the Air Board, p. 17.

The implications of the rank imbalance were ominous. The service needed
to be able to promote acceptable numbers of officers as a means of ensuring
career opportunitics and as an inducement for individuals to keep their
performance at acceptable levels. Yet the enormous numbers in the grade of
first licutenant were far beyond the capability of the service to promote in an
orderly manner. The number of the existing first licutenants almost cqualed the
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Table 4

Permanent Promotion Points
Seniority System and OPA of 1947

Years of Commissioned Service

Rank Promoted to Seniority System OPA of 1947
First Lieutenant 3 : 3
Captain 10 7
Major 17 14
Lieutenant Colonel 23 21

Colonel 28 22

Source: OPA of 1947, sections 508(a) and 509(b).

Table 5

Permanent Grade Structure
Authorized and Actual, 1947

OPA

Grade Percentage Authorized Actual
Colonel 8 1,471 27
Lieutenant Colonel 14 2,574 328
Major 19 3,493 1,200
Captain 23 4,229 4,000
First Lieutenant 18 3,309 11,650
Second Lieutenant 18 3,309 1,200

Total " 100 18,385 18,385

‘Sources: No complete record of the actual grade structure was found. The numbers in the actual
column of this table are based on two sources that, while not entirely in agreement, are close enough
to provide an acceptable model. See speech, Edwards to the Armed Forces Staff College, Oct. 26,
1948, pp. 2 and 6, and Presentation of USAF Officer Promotion Factors, undated, chart 1, ACC 61A—
1131, box I, Mil. | folder, RG 341, WNRC.
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numbers authorized for the higher grades, a situation that would quickly result
in promotion stagnation and leave the Air Force with a glutted, inoperative sys-.
tem, much as the Army had in 1940. Not only did the numbers in each per-
manent grade need to be brought into closer alignment with the provisions of
the OPA of 1947, but the enormous “hump” of first lieutenants had to be
dramatically reduced, lest history repcat itself.

To bridge the gap between the actual and the authorized grade strengths, the
OPA of 1947 had to provide for adjustments. General Dahlquist and his staff
noted the problem in the first draft of the legislation, which was circulated in
October 1946, and proposed that the Air Force be allowed to promote officers
up to two grades above their present pcrmanent rank. However, that idea was
dropped when the full magnitude of the problem became apparent. The OPA of
1947 merely acknowledged the problem and authorized the Air Force to solve
it. Whatever the solution, the new grade structure had to be in place on July 1,
1948."

As soon as the OPA of 1947 became law, Spaatz appointed a pancl chaired
by Gen. Joseph T. McNarney, Commander of the Air Materiel Command, to
study the problem and make recommendations on the permanent grade structure
from colonel to major general. A panel chaired by Gen. Muir Fairchild per-
formed the same functions for second licutenant through lieutenant colonel.'
Together, the two groups had to provide a suitable infrastructure throughout the
entire spectrum of permanent ranks.

General McNarney’s pancl finished its work in September 1947; General
Fairchild’s, the following March. The groups developed criteria for special
promotions to spread the available Regular officers throughout the permanent
rank spectrum and provide each grade with acceptable numbers. The special
p-omotions, known as “one shot” promotions, accomplished the task by consid-
er.ng officers for permanent promotion, in some cases to ranks far beyond what
their years of service called for. (Table 6 contains the basic eligibility
requirements for the six grades involved.)

In making the actual selections, the one shot promotion boards used mostly
the same criteria used by other promotion boards: officer effectiveness reports
(OERs), the trend of those OERs (up or down), academic and professional mil-
itary education, temporary rank held, level of responsibility, and years of
service. To help ensure selection of the best qualified officers, seniority and
years of service received relatively little weight. The only real differences

‘between the one shot and routine promotion boards were the expanded criteria
for one shot promotions and the provision that officers not sclected were not
considered passed over for purposes of forced elimination."

When they completed their work in May 1948, the various one shot
promotion boards had not only accomplished their primary task of developing
a completely ncw permanent rank structure, they had also accomplished their
secondary task, which was to reducc, if not climinate, the hump in the grade of
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Table 6
Criteria for One Shot Promotions, 1948

For Permanent Major General
Permanent brigadier generals
Temporary major generals
Former temporary generals with at least 28 years of service

For Permanent Brigadier General
Permanent colonels ,
Permanent lieutenant colonels with at least 23 years service
Former temporary generals

For Permanent Colonel
Permanent lieutenant colonels
Permanent majors
Permanent captains with at least 14 years service

For Permanent Lieutenant Colonel
Permanent majors
Permanent captains
Permanent Ist lieutenants with at least eight years service

For Permanent Major
Permanent captains
Permanent Ist lieutenants with at least 612 years service

For Permanent Captain
Permanent 1st lieutenants with at least five years service

Sources: letter, Vandenberg to personnel concerned, subject: Letter of Instructions to Ad Hoc
Committee (PL 381 #2); speech, Edwards to the Armed Forces Staff College, Oct. 28, 1948, p. 6; OPA
of 1947, section 518.
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Gen. Joseph T. McNarney (left), Commander of the Air Materiel
Command, 1947-1949, and Gen. Muir S. Fairchild,
Commander of Air University, 1946-1948.

first licutenant. Figure | shows the rank distribution by year of commissioned
service that resulted from the one shot promotions; and table 7 illustrates the
magnitude of the changes, comparing the authorized strength in each grade with
the actual strengths before and after the one shot promotions. In those grades
where the actual strength fell below authorized Ievels, officers holding tem-
porary rank filled the vacant billets. In practice, almost 40 pcrcent of all Regular
officers in 1949 served in a temporary rank higher than their permanent grade.
Under authority granted by the President, the dates of temporary rank were
adjusted to ensure that, among officers in the same grade, the one senior in
permanent grade was also senior in temporary rank."

Problems with Academic Education

Another problem among Regular officers, onc immune to a one shot
solution, was academic education, or, rather, the lack of it. Most of the newly
appointed Regular officers had entered service during World War II while still
in their late teens or early twenties. With their lives interrupted at these ages,
few had attended college, much less graduated; some had not even finished high
school.

The Air Force had reaped a rich harvest of experience during the postwar
Regular officer augmentation, but that harvest, unfortunately, contained few
college graduates. Between July 1946 and December 1947, nearly half of the
over fourteen thousand Regular commissions awarded went to officers with
some college experience, but not degrees. Only 29 percent were awarded to
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officers with college degrees, while 23 percent had only high school educations,
and a few had less than that. As a result, the percentage of Regular officers with
college degrees plummeted from 78 percent in 1946 to 37 percent by 1948.

Table 7

Permanent Grade Structure
Before and After the One Shot Promotions of 1948

Grade Authorized Before After
Major General 75 7 *
Brigadier General 75 17 *
Colonel 1,471 27 568
Lieutenant Colonel 2,574 328 1,399
Major 3,493 1,200 3,187
Captain 4,229 4,000 4,973
First Lieutenant 3,309 11,650 6,974
Second Lieutenant 3,309 1,200 736t

* The number of generals was variously listed from 81 to 95. No breakdown between major gencral
and brigadicr general was found.

t Second lieutenants were not considered for one shot promotions. The decrease between the before
and after figures was probably due to many of them arriving at three years of service and being pro-
moted to permanent first licutenant.

Source: briefing. subject: A Presentation of USAF Officer Promotion Factors, undated, chart 3, ACC
60A-1131, box 1, Mil. 2 (1956) folder, RG 341, WNRC.

The concern over the academic attainments of the officer corps had little to
do with being a pilot, still the central skill of the service and the skill of the vast
majority of the service’s senior leadership. Flying an airplanc was based largely
on mechanical aptitudes (gross motor skills development and hand-eye coor-
dination) that were little affected by academic education. On the other hand,
leading and managing a modern military required officers who were sensitive
to a wide variety of disciplines, technical and nontechnical, inside and outside
the service, capabilities that academic achievements and skills helped to clarify
and put into use.
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While academic education offered no guarantee of either intelligence or
competence, it, along with experience, provided the foundation for the future
growth of the individual. Experience and education constituted personal
potential that, with maturation and the proper stimulation, could translate into
achievement. High academic achievement also indicated individual ambition,
a will to overcome obstacles, a capacity to solve problems, a capability to deal
with adversity, and the ability to get along with people. Further, college-
educated officers would likely have better perspectives on and insights into the
complex issues of civil-military relations, leadership, management, and
America’s role in the postwar world.'® Thus it was in the context of officership
and not piloting that the low academic education level of the officer corps was
disquieting to the men responsible for creating the Air Force as a separate
service and a permanent institution in American defense.

Equally disquieting were the immediate prospects for correcting these
deficiencies. A survey taken in 1948 of some twenty-five hundred officers
competing for Regular commissions showed that only 5 percent had finished
college and 41 percent had no college at all. The service academies and the Air
Force Reserve Officer Training Corps provided college-educated officers, but
only in small number. Over half those in Officer Candidate School had finished
college, but their numbers were also small. Conversely, the Aviation Cadet
program, virtually the only producer of rated officers and largest of the
commissioning programs—about two thousand annually—could boast only 2
percent with a baccalaureate in 1948 and 1949."

Much of the low academic attainment of Air Force officers, when compared
to the other services, could be laid to relative growth. The wartime expansion
aside, the Air Force had gone from a corps in 1940 with about four thousand
officers to an independent service with an officer corps perhaps ten times larger
in only seven years. The Army and the Navy had not undergone growth of such
radical proportions because their officer corps started from numerically larger
prewar bases. Thus, in 1948, the Air Force had by far the lowest level of
academic achievement of the three services (table 8).

Wartime expansion, however, was apparently not the only factor at work.
The continuing low academic level of the Aviation Cadet program suggested
that flying held little attraction for academically oriented young men. If true,
this implied that academically oriented officers from World War II had been
less likely to apply for a Regular billet, forcing the Air Force to select Regular
officers from a group that had neither adequate academic credentials nor the
desire to obtain them.

Whatever the reasons and the implications, cries of alarm over educational
deficiencies arose as early as August 1946 and continued for the next few years.
Some advocated reopening the enlisted pilot program rather than accepting
lower educational standards for officers or raising the educational requirements
for all new officers and living with the reduced number of qualified applicants
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that would surely result. Others demanded an investigation of the system used
to award Regular commissions. The service ultimately adopted a plan to attack
the problem with an aggressive internal education program.'®

Table 8

Officer Education Levels, 1948

(percent)

Air Force Air Force Army Navy
All Regulars Regulars Regulars

Baccalaureate or More 27.7 37.0 62.8 75.4
1-3 years of College 493 39.6 27.6 14.2
High School or Less 23.0 234 9.6 10.4

Sources: letter, Chairman of the AU Board of Visitors (Robert L. Stearns) to Vandenberg, subject:
Report of the Visitors Fourth Mecting, Jun. 5, 1948, DCS/P 210.2, Promotions, Jul. 1-Dec. 31, 1950,
book IV-C, RG 341, MMB, NA; spcech, Edwards to the Armed Forces Staff College, Oct. 26, 1948.
Only about 17 percent of the Reserve officers on active duty had college degrees. Sec Daily Staff
Digest, Nov. 9, 1950, p. 4.

The education program attacked low academic achievement in several
ways, most significantly through placing officers in programs at civilian
universities. By academic year 1949-50, some 1,300 officers were pursuing
academic degrees from undergraduate to doctorate. In January 1950, plans were
afoot to have over 1,700 in student status in a few years. Within the service, the
Air Force Institute of Technology (AFIT) offered baccalaureate-level degrees
in the fields of science and engincering. An outgrowth of the prewar Air Corps
Engineering School, AFIT opened its doors at Wright Field, Ohio, in September
1946 with an initial student body of 189 officers. By 1950, before the Korean
War forced a reduction, AFIT had a student body of 277."

The emphasis on education also spread throughout the rank and file in less
formal ways. Using the education benefits of the G. 1. Bill, airmen of all ranks
pursued study in off-duty hours at colleges and universities located near air
bases. Still others enrolled in a wide range of correspondence courses offered
by various civilian and military institutions. By thc spring of 1950, over 20
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percent of all Air Force personnel, both officer and enlisted, were engaged in’
some sort of off-duty education. However, the Korean War interrupted this
effort, introducing a fresh influx of personnel academically deficient to further
dilute the force. Any real improvement in the average educational achievement
of the officer was still some years in the future.”

Officer Procurement

Military recruitment posed potential problems for the nascent Air Force.
The nation’s economy had entered the initial phase of an unparalleled growth
that would continue for twenty years. Jobs were available, civilian pay scales
exceeded the financial inducements offered by the military, and, at the same
time, the selective service system operated only intermittently. Conscription had
ended in March 1947, but declining military manpower strength forced its
reintroduction in June 1948. Even so, the draft took few men—none whatever
between January 1949 and the middle of 1950—as enlistments and retention
began to keep up with the demand for people. The Air Force did not rely
directly on the draft for its personnel, but selective service provided sufficient
motivation to make airmen out of those who wished to avoid the Army and to
some who wished to become officers and escape enlisted service altogether.”'

Pilot and navigator training plunged sharply in the last half of 1945 and
virtually ceased in the first quarter of 1946 due to overabundant production
during the war. In mid-1946, plans called for training 1,000 pilots annually, but
even that modest figure proved unattainable due to a lack of aircraft and the
maintenance specialists to keep them flying. Only 778 earned their pilot wings
in 1946 and 1947 together, and navigator training stopped completely between
the spring of 1946 and the middle of 1950. Virtually all pilot trainees accepted
were nonrated officers or recent graduates of West Point. The exceptions were
avery few civilians who had demonstrated the ability to fly prior to entering the
military.”

In March 1947, the Aviation Cadet program reopened with eighty-eight
enlisted men and warrant officers in pilot training. The pace quickened when the
Air Force accepted the Weyland Committee’s report (July 1947) calling for an
annual production of three thousand pilots and one thousand navigators. To
meet the increased demand, Spaatz ordered an intensive publicity and
recruitment campaign. In response, eighteen teams began recruiting directly
from the nation’s universities and colleges. Interested students were interviewed
and administered a cursory (eyesight and hearing) physical examination. Those
who passed the initial screening could then apply for the Aviation Cadet
program. The teams achieved a numerical success sufficient to alter the
demographics of the program. Whereas most cadets came from the enlisted
ranks in 1947, the majority came directly from civilian life by 1949.2
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The quantitative success was not, however, matched by qualitative success,
at least in terms of academic accomplishments. In a pattern alrcady established
in the officer corps, very few young men with college degrees showed an
interest in aviation. Even cadets recruited from the universitics and colleges
tended to quit school before earning their baccalaurcate degrees. These factors,
along with the increased demand for pilots, forced the adoption of a lower than
desired academic standard for Aviation Cadets. A cadet nceded only a high
school education and a passing scorc on an examination demonstrating a span
of knowledge equivalent to two years of college. Even then, quality eroded
further when recruiters signed up a number of questionable applicants to meet
their quotas.?*

The other major problem with the program was its expense. The Air
Training Command anticipated that approximately 35 percent of cadets entering
pilot training would be eliminated, but the actual figure hovered around 50
percent. A sizable number of enlisted men resigned from the Aviation Cadet
program as a means of getting out of the Air Force, since those eliminated or
resigning were discharged from service free of the balance of their obligation.
Even in the late 1940s, training a pilot cost about fifty thousand dollars, and
those leaving the program, for whatever reason, greatly increased the program’s
overhead cost while reducing the number of new pilots entering the Air Force.?

By the first quarter of 1949, the attrition rate among Aviation Cadets
prompted the Chicf of the Air Staffs Training Division, Col. Gabricl P.
Disosway, to suggest changes in the qualifications for entry into pilot training.
Noting that the program was too expensive, he proposed that the educational
requirements be raised to two years of college and successful accomplishment
of the equivalency exam. He belicved that the higher educational level would
increase both the numbers successfully completing pilot training and the quality
of the Air Force's rated officers.? Since piloting was more a mechanical than
an academic skill, Disosway presumably reasoned that increasing the educa-
tional requirements would weed out younger, less mature, applicants who were
less apt to successfully endure the rigor of training.

The merits of increasing the educational prerequisites were attractive, but
not without potential drawbacks. The personne! officers investigating the
proposal estimated that raising the prerequisites to two years of college would
decrease the pool of potential applicants by as much as 60 percent at a time
when the Air Force was about to begin training onc thousand navigators
annually in addition to the number in pilot training. Still, General Edwards
supported the recommendation despite the skepticism of a number of Air Staff
offices outside the personnel staff. Those offices concurred with the decision
only if the personnel staff, meaning General Edwards, accepted responsibility
for meeting flight training quotas.”

The “tightening up” of the Aviation Cadet Program began in October 1949.
The prerequisite of two yecars of college was imposed, and the prohibition
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against a cadet being married, suspended the year before, was reimposed. A
more formal acceptance ceremony took place in which new cadets, to impress
upon them the seriousness of their commitments, signed statements affirming
their intention to complete flight training. The statement was an exercise in
intimidation because, in reality, it had no legal basis. To offset the effects of the
reduced pool of potential cadets, the recruitment teams, now increased to thirty-
six, visited 580 colleges and universities in academic year 1949-50. In January
1950, an improved battery of psychological tests, designed to determine
whether an applicant should be trained in rated or nonrated duties, made its
debut.”® Through this program of subtle pressure, increased recruitment, and
better testing methods, the Air Force hoped to meet flight training requirements.
Whether it could have succeeded given the conditions of the times was soon
rendered moot by the onset of the Korean War and a host of new problems
related to that conflict.

While the Aviation Cadet program produced rated officers, the Officer
Candidate School performed a similar function for nonrated officers. Unlike the
Aviation Cadet program, OCS did not die out after World War II. The first
postwar class of fifty enlisted men, the only group allowed into the program at
that time, began training in October 1945, but beyond that, the future of OCS
remained clouded. No one had any idea how many nonrated officers the Air
Force, then in the midst of demobilization, needed to train. The estimates ran
the gamut from none at all to fourteen hundred annually. Lacking a decision on
that critical issue, the program drifted along with little interest and few
applicants. None of the classes that entered training in 1946 had the fifty
allotted students. The largest class had only thirty-two, and at least one class
was canceled due to a lack of applicants.”

Interest in OCS revived in late 1946 when poor retention among nonrated
officers produced sizable shortages and the need to commission such officers.
Two plans emerged, one by the Air Training Command calling for a production
of 100 annually and the other by the Air Staff for a yearly output of 500. In
December, a compromise was reached for 280 candidates per year, beginning
in 1947, to enter training. Continued poor retention forced the quota up to 500
annually in July 1947, where it stayed until January 1950, when it received its
final pre-Korean War increase to 640 per annum.”

As the OCS program expanded, it began to experience a high elimination
rate—one of the problems that plagued the Aviation Cadet program. Despite an
average of five years enlisted experience per candidate, over 38 percent (149 of
392) of those in training in 1947 failed to graduate. Thereafter, the elimination
rate decreased to 30 percent during 1948 and the first half of 1949 and to about
20 percent by mid-1950.*

Some of the decrease came from better testing that screened out many
marginal applicants, but other changes also contributed. As in the Aviation
Cadet program, many enlisted men entered OCS only to resign and escape the
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remainder of their enlisted service obligation. A change in carly 1949 closed
that loophole by requiring enlisted men who resigned to return to their former
status and complete the balance of their active duty obligations.*? Although no
mention is made that the change also applied to enlisted men who were elimi-
nated from the Aviation Cadet program, it assuredly did, given the cost of flight
training and the importance placed on it.

Still another factor in reducing the attrition ratc came from changes in
recruitment that altered the composition of OCS in late 1948 when the program
was opened to civilians. Recruitment teams visiting the nation’s campuses in
search of Aviation Cadets began secking OCS applicants as well and met with
both quantitative and qualitative success. The percentage of Officer Candidates
from the enlisted ranks fell from 100 percent in mid-1948 to 30 percent in the
first half of 1950. At the same time, the education level rose sharply, and by
1950, almost half of the Officer Candidates had completed their baccalaurcate
and over 80 percent had two years of college. Most enlisted applicants met only
the minimum educational requircment (a high school diploma) and could not
match the academic credentials of the recruits from the civilian sector. Only by
giving military applicants extra consideration based on their active duty service
was the level of enlisted men maintained at 30 percent.*

While recruitment for both the Aviation Cadet and OCS programs met with
success on the nation’s college campuses in the late 1940s, students signing up
for the two programs had differing academic inclinations. Those interested in
flight training were, by and large, those destined to quit college short of a
degree. As a result, the percentage of college-educated Aviation Cadets
remained low. Conversely, those attracted to OCS, and nonrated duties, had
much better academic qualifications. This expericnce further supported the
interpretation offered previously that young men attracted to flying were those
with lesser academic inclinations.

The Air Force Reserve Officers Training Corps (AFROTC), the program
with the greatest potential for providing officers, was operated jointly by the
military and the nation’s universitics. The teaching of military subjects in
academia began during the Civil War when the Morrill Act (1862) authorized
government financial assistance to institutions teaching such courses. The
ROTC became a part of the National Defense Act of 1916, which established
program guidelines that remainced in effect until 1964. The Army Reorganiza-
tion Act of 1920 created ROTC units specifically designed to train rated officers
for the Air Corps. By 1926, seven such units existed, but a lack of funds to
support flight training forced three to close in 1928 and the remainder to train
only nonrated officers. Since the Air Corps had virtually no requirement for
nonrated officers, it closed the remaining units in 1933. About eight hundred
graduates had been provided to the air arm at the time of termination.™

Interest in the AFROTC, called Air ROTC at the time, revived in the
summer of 1945. The initial proposals, submitted in August and Scptember of
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that year, acknowledged the potential of the AFROTC to furnish new officers
for every component of the Air Force, the Reserves, and the Air National Guard.
Beyond that, there was little agreement on what the Air Force needed or what
contribution the AFROTC should make. The Air Staff Operations and Training
Directorate placed the need at 6,800 new officers annually for both the active
duty and Reserve components, but did not assign a quota to the AFROTC. The
Air Staff Plans section called for commissioning 16,530 new officers each year,
with the AFROTC furnishing 10,000 (5,600 rated and 4,400 nonrated). The Air
Staff Personnel section suggested that, whatever the final figure, all AFROTC
graduates be assigned to rated duties, with the less prestigious nonrated
requirements being filled by those eliminated from flight training.*

Distracted by other matters, notably demobilization, the Air Staff failed to
translate any of the initial proposals into policy by the time the AFROTC won
War Department approval on August 22, 1946. Because of the four years
needed by AFROTC to produce a second lieutenant and the perceived need to
produce fliers quickly should the need arise, the AFROTC tilted toward
producing nonrated officers. Each AFROTC student took the same basic
courses during the first two years and took specialized advanced courses during
the junior and senior years. The advanced courses fully qualified each member
in one of several nonrated specialties such as communications, armaments, or
finance.*

Although the AFROTC focused on producing nonrated officers, interested
cadets could apply for flight training, and plans called for giving each of them
fifteen hours of flight instruction to weed out students lacking the necessary
aptitude. However, budget restrictions delayed the flight training program until
after the Korean War. Besides, few AFROTC students showed any interest in
earning wings, yet another indication that academic success and an interest in
flying were not the norm. In 1948, the response was so poor that the Director
of Training and Requirements, Maj. Gen. Earle E. Partridge, warned that even
when operating at full capacity, less than 10 percent of each AFROTC class
could be expected to enter flight training.”’

Meanwhile, the AFROTC program gotunderway at seventy-eight campuses
in the fall of 1946 with almost nine thousand students, mostly World War II
veterans. That was only half the expected number, but the shortfall was
attributed to the program receiving War Department approval only a month
" before the start of the academic year. Confidence in AFROTC remained high
enough to prompt a forecast of 150 units in place by academic year 1947-48
and an annual production of eight thousand new officers shortly thereafter. The
early optimism faded quickly in the face of funding problems, a shortage of
qualified instructors, and a waning of interest on the part of the veterans who
flooded campuses in the postwar period. There were only 96 units in academic
year 1947-48, and the target date for reaching the desired levels of production
was pushed back to academic year 1950-51.*
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James V. Forrestal,
first Secretary of Defense,
served 1947-1949.

In the fall of 1947, Secretary Forrestal appointed a committee chaired by
Gordon Gray, Assistant Secretary of the Army, to make a comprehensive study
of the military Reserve forces. In one of its early conclusions, the committee
recommended that the active duty forces make better use of their respective
ROTC programs. As the name implicd, the Reserve Officers Training Corps
traditionally produced officers for the Reserve components rather than for the
active duty forces. Reserve officers could volunteer for tours of active duty, but
nonvolunteers could be called only in an emergency. The wartime emergency
officially ended on December 31, 1946, so Reserve officers, including ROTC
graduates, called to active duty thercafter had to be volunteers. The number of
volunteers among AFROTC graduates was small: only 125 of the 2,200 1948
graduates and 650 of the 3,300 1949 graduates chose the active duty option.”

Throughout 1948, the Gray Committee worked on legislation designed,
among other things, to place more ROTC graduates on active duty. The legis-
lation provided three ways for ROTC graduates to discharge their obligations:
to serve the entire time in the Reserve component, except in time of emergency;
to serve a tour on active duty before returning to their Reserve units; or to
receive a Regular commission and have an active duty military career. The
proposed legislation bore the tentative title of the ROTC Act of 19494

Encouraged by knowledge of the Gray Committec’s ongoing initiative, the
Air Force, in August 1948, revised its own goal for AFROTC to 12,500 an-
nually, fully 85 percent of the active duty and Reserve force requirement. That
level was to be reached by the end of academic year 1951-52 and sustained
thereafter. About a third of each graduating class would be placed in each of the
categories set up by the Gray Committee. Those competing for a Regular billet,
but not selected, would revert to one of the other categories. A graduated plan
of financial incentives was drawn up for all AFROTC students, with those
destined for active duty receiving the more lucrative stipends.*'
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Despite the planning and the promise of legislative support, the AFROTC
program stumbled once again in 1949 due to a series of unfavorable events. The
proposed ROTC Act of 1949 never became law, apparently because it did not
have time to go through the approval cycle before the Korean War made it
obsolete. That negated all the planning based on its enactment. Further, the need
for ROTC officers fell into question in 1949 when restrictions in the fiscal year
1950 military budget forced the services to separate several thousand Reserve
officers from active duty prior to the end of their tours. The biggest blow came
when draft calls ceased in January 1949. The AFROTC Advisory Committee,
which passed judgment on AFROTC initiatives, knew that the draft deferments
afforded college students and the chance to serve one’s military obligation as
an officer in a Reserve unit were the main motivations for young men entering
the AFROTC. The committee also noted that much of the planning assumed
continued conscription and that AFROTC would be in jeopardy should draft
calls cease, which is exactly what happened.

In academic year 1949-50, the first school year after draft calls ceased, the
AFROTC actually increased in total students. The number of AFROTC
graduates kept pace with the planned figures, but the program had slowed down.
The number in training increased by less than six thousand over the previous
year, not the almost thirty thousand planned, and the number of freshmen
entering the program actually declined somewhat. Had not the nation become
involved in Korea, plans for the AFROTC would surely have been scaled down.
Clearly, the program had not lived up to the expectations placed on it.*?

The last major procurement source was service academy graduates. The Air
Force did not as yet have an academy, although tentative planning to establish
one began as early as 1944. Until the Air Force gained its own institution, the
other service academies, West Point and Annapolis, had to furnish a portion of
their graduates. The Army responded generously to the needs of its Air Force
offspring, with the first postwar contingent of about 200 West Pointers
commissioned as Air Force officers in June 1947. Included in that figure were
51 who went into nonrated duties, thereby fulfilling General Arnold’s objective,
stated in 1944, that academy graduates unsuited for flying be incorporated into
the air arm. Later that year, the Army agreed to allow 40 percent (about 225) of
each subsequent class to transfer to the Air Force, with the percentage to be
adjusted once agreement was reached with the Navy for a contribution from
Annapolis. The only real dispute came when the Army limited the percentage
of transferees qualified for flight training to 63 percent. The Air Force, viewing
West Pointers as prime candidates for future command, had asked that 83
percent be qualified for flight training, mostly as pilots. Symington reluctantly
accepted the lower percentage.*”

Negotiations with the Navy for a share of Annapolis graduates had a more
troubled path. The Navy had no previous institutional ties with the Air Force
- and consequently felt a lesser obligation to the new service. It also had its own
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air arm and understandably wanted talented midshipmen with a taste for flying
to serve as naval flyers. The Air Force’s effort to obtain a fixed percentage of
aviation-minded midshipmen got a cool reception.

The other factor clouding efforts to gain a share of Annapolis graduates was
the dismal state of relations between the Air Force and Navy. In a continuation
of a conflict smoldering since before World War 11, the two services clashed
bitterly over the relative merits of sea- and Jand-bascd air power. The main issue
centered on whether the Air Force or the Navy, both with the means to project
military power over great distances, should exercise primary responsibility for
the strategic atomic mission. Air Force generals labeled the aircraft carrier
obsolescent, if not obsolete, while admirals called the Air Force’s B-36
intercontinental bomber an inadequate airplane incapable of accomplishing its
mission. Not until the Korean War did the turmoil over roles and missions,
B-36s and aircraft carriers, and combat strategy subside. Before that happened,
a Secretary of the Navy had resigned and the careers of some Navy officers had
been ruined. The resulting bad blood strained relations between the two services
for years to come.

In October 1947, the Air Force sct its sights on 33 percent of each West
Point and Annapolis class, although, as Spaatz candidly admitted, neither
academy could satisfy the existing needs of its respective service. During tatks
held the following spring, the Navy rejected thc Air Force’s request and
countered with a variety of offers ranging up to 25 percent of each Annapolis
class, but no higher. As a way of showing at least some progress, Symington
reluctantly accepted a token 7 percent of the Annapolis class of 1948, although,
as he later told Secretary Forrestal, 33 percent of each class remained the goal.
Even then, the Air Force did not get its 7 percent in 1948 because the Navy
offer came after the graduating midshipmen had purchased their Navy uniforms
and had received orders to their first duty assignments.*

Negotiations for Annapolis graduates werc carried out between Symington
and Secretary of the Navy John L. Sullivan, but they made no progress in the
negotiations throughout most of 1948. On October 22, Secretary Sullivan
repeated the same offer of 7 percent of the Annapolis class of 1949 (fifty-three
midshipmen). Again, Symington accepted with reluctance and concern, but he
refused to lower the Air Force’s demand. He then pressured Forrestal by bitterly
complaining about the Navy's attitude. In particular, he contrasted the
generosity of the Army with the meagerness of the Navy's contribution.*

Forrestal sidestepped the dispute by referring it to the Service Academy
Board, an interservice panel previously established to study the structure and
education of the two service academics. The board made its recommendations
on June 24, 1949. In somcthing of a victory for the Navy, it recommendcd that
25 percent of each West Point and Annapolis class be allowed to transfer to the
Air Force, provided all were volunteers. Due to its special need to maintain an
aviation branch, the Navy could substitutc up to 25 percent of its quota with
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Naval ROTC (NROTC) cadets. If accepted, the agreement would net the Air
Force about 200 Navy officers annually, of which at least 150 would be
Annapolis graduates.*®

During a July 11 meeting, Symington discussed the board’s recommenda-
tions with Francis P. Matthews, who had succeeded Sullivan as Navy Secretary.
(Sullivan had resigned in protest over the cancellation of the carrier USS United
States.) Giving ground, the Air Force Secretary accepted the overall 25 percent
recommendation, but disagreed with the substitution of NROTC graduates. He
also requested that at least 60 percent of the USNA graduates selecting the Air
Force be qualified for flight training. Three weeks later, Secretary Matthews
responded. He agreed not to substitute NROTC graduates unless sufficient
Annapolis volunteers could not be obtained, but only 50, not 60, percent would
be qualified for flying duty. He further reserved the right to reevaluate any
percentage should the Navy’s need for aviators increase. Reluctant to give up
Annapolis graduates beyond carefully established limits, the Navy Secretary
added the additional reservation that any agreement would be reviewed should
midshipmen be transferred to the planned air academy to form the nucleus of
its initial student body.*

Symington accepted the offer. It was less than he wanted, but all he was
going to get. Between 1950, the year the agreement with the Army and Navy
became effective, and 1959, the year the Air Force Academy graduated its first
class, the Air Force took about thirty-two hundred West Point and Annapolis
graduates into its ranks. After that, greatly diminished numbers of graduates
from the two institutions continued to don Air Force uniforms on into the late
1960s. In all, about forty-two hundred cadets and midshipmen chose the Air
Force between 1949 and 1968.*

[ S . S

Despite the problems encountered, the Air Force’s efforts to establish its
officer corps continued to meet with success. The reasonably, if not ideally,
shaped rank structure coming out of the one shot promotions avoided, at least
for the time being, a glutted, stagnated promotion system as had existed for the
Army before World War II. Similarly, the foundations of a procurement system
had been laid, something that paid dividends when the Korean War’s sudden
demand for many more new officers required not new programs, but only the
expansion of existing ones.

On the other hand, both these accomplishments had flaws. There were costs
involved in subjecting as large and as complex a body as the permanent rank
structure to a massive manipulation, but the full impact of those costs would not
emerge for a decade. More apparent were the problems of the commissioning
programs where, despite having four programs, gaps remained. Foremost of
these was an Aviation Cadet program that failed to attract academically
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educated applicants in any except the smallest numbers and the failure of the
AFROTC to live up to its potential. Both shortcomings were destined to be of
long duration.

Still, the overall impression was of a new service making progress toward
establishing the policies of its own officer corps. There had been broad
agreement on opening up the officer ranks to the spectrum of skills necessary
for a modern military and a willingness to take the necessary steps to do so. The
narrative thus far has suggested a broad arca of agreement on officer personncl
matters and a willingness to adopt policies toward that end. That was, however,
not the entire picture, as events inside and outside the service also made the late
1940s a period marked by internal resistance and external turbulence.
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Chapter Four

Resistance and Turbulence
1948-1950

Throughout the early years of the independent Air Force, one of the more
difficult tasks was to persuade some senior officers to accept the changes in
officer personnel policies. Men whose values were rooted in the smaller, more
personal world of the Air Corps suddenly were asked to broaden their vision to
accommodate a larger, more impersonal service that needed officers with skills
ranging from dietitian to pilot. ‘

The Air Staff, whose servicewide responsibilities provided them with a
wider view of officer personnel matters, readily accepted the changes and
pressed ahead with their implementation. The major air commanders agreed to
the changes, at least initially, but that acceptance began to develop qualifica-
tions. The most obvious qualification, and one with servicewide implications,
arose in 1948 over career management, the very heart of officer personnel
policies.

Officer Career Management: Resistance and Progress

The concept of a coherent system that provided officers with the basic
information they needed to plan for careers in their chosen fields—such as rank
requirements, specialized training, or academic prerequisites—was not entirely
a new idea. Such a system began to emerge in 1945 with the realization that
something was needed to replace the more-or-less haphazard conditions of the
prewar Air Corps that left achieving advancement almost entirely up to
individual officers. In 1946, related skills were grouped together into career
fields, and the Air Staff accepted overall responsibility for managing the entire
structure.
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Throughout the late 1940s, progress in developing carcer management
procedures achieved a degrec of success. By 1949, a servicewide questionnaire
and several thousand indepth interviews had identificd over 250 separatc officer
specialties. By May 1950, these had been placed in the nineteen major career
fields shown in table 9. During the same period, the procedures and formats for
writing the job descriptions for each of the specialtics were developed. As the
last step in the process, each specialty received an Air Force Specialty Code
(AFSC) to identify it preciscly. In combination, the career fields, the AFSCs,
and the job descriptions provided the primary carecr management tool through
an accurate and comprchensive inventory of the qualifications, capabilities, and
experience of all officer personnel. Progress was sufficiently rapid for officials
to predict that officer career management would be fully operational by late
1950."

Table 9

Major Officer Career Fields

May 1950

Personnel and Administration Weather
Procurement Intelligence
Comptroller Supply
Transportation Combat and Operations
Research and Development Education and Training
Aviation and Engineering Public Relations
Armament Legal
Electronics Chaplain
Mechanical and Aircraft Medical

Maintenance Human Resource

Source: historical summary, Dircctorate of Training, Jul. 1, 1949-Jun. 30, 1950, p. 3, ACC 67A-0575,
box I, RG 341, WNRC.

That progress had not gone unchallenged. The idea of carcer ficlds and
carecr management was first introduced in September 1947 to the Air Board.
Board members discussed the issuc at length, and while nobody raised any
serious objections in September, that was not the case at the next meeting in
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January 1948. By then, the senior leaders had better familiarized themselves
with how the system worked. When Maj. Gen. Hugh Knerr, the Air Board
Secretary, placed the issue before the board, the response was almost entirely
negative:

Maj. Gen. Muir Fairchild (Air University): “I am against it.”

Lt. Gen. John Cannon (Air Training Command): “I would put
it up in Idwal Edward’s office and leave it there.”

Lt. Gen. George Stratemeyer (Air Defense Command): “1
think we ought to throw it out.”

Maj. Gen. Elwood Quesada (Tactical Air Command): “I
would turn it into a pineapple (i.e., hand grenade) first.”

Gen. George Kenney (Strategic Air Command): “I would put
it in the nearest fire and forbid people to make anymore like
it.”2

Although many of the comments were humorous, the issue was dead serious.
Five major commanders, including those of all three combat commands, balked
at a wide variety of officer career management concepts.

Most of the opposition focused on career fields. Despite assurances that the
career fields were merely administrative units that had little power in them-
selves, the major commanders saw them as de facto corps, such as in the Army,
with the ability to restrict the assignments of officers to other fields. This
troubled senior officers determined to provide officers with broader, more
general backgrounds in preparation for positions of higher authority. Assurances
that officers would get periodic assignments outside their primary career fields
did not satisfy the major commanders. Under heavy pressure, Knerr agreed to
forward their objections to the Air Staff along with the recommendation that the
career fields be renamed “major educational fields.”® Apparently, the disaf-
fected major commanders believed that the name change would somehow
weaken the ability of the career fields to hold officers in a narrow spectrum of
skills.

Additional resistance focused on officer assignment procedures. Under the
concept of centralized career management, all assignments would be made by
the Air Staff. In this case, however, the major commanders preferred the old
system. Prior to World War II, the right to direct the assignments of subordi-
nates had been a jealously guarded privilege of command. The seniority
promotion system guaranteed promotions, so almost the only way acommander
could reward good performance was with a choice assignment. When faced with
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Lt. Gen. Idwal H. Edwards,
Deputy Chief of Staff, Personnel,
1947-1950.

P

a new system that denied them that power, many senior officers dug in their
heels. Despite the increase in the number of Air Force officers since the
interwar years, these reluctant commanders clung to the belief that they could
evaluate each officer well enough to dircct the next assignment. They believed
that their position was not only practical, but also gave a personal touch to an
otherwise cold, mechanical process. They did not emphasize the loss of
command privilege under the new system, although they must have felt it.*

Despite the opposition, Lt. Gen. Idwal Edwards, Deputy Chief of Staff,
Personnel, was not discouraged. Shortly after the Air Board members registered
their objections, he sketched an outline of officer career management for
Eugene M. Zuckert, Assistant Secretary of the Air Force for Management, that
was identical to what had been planned for nearly two years. Edwards
acknowledged the opposition, but he expressed optimism that the new system
would sell itself in time. He was undoubtedly heartened by a survey that showed
that officer career management policies enjoyed an overwhelming 90 percent
approval rating among the rank and file officers.*

Unfortunately for career management, General Edwards had underestimated
the opposition. The disaffected senior officers came to terms with the idea of
career fields, but their demand for a role in assignments remained as strong as
ever. Efforts to resolve this and other disputes delayed implementing career
management into the summer of 1950, when larger events, in the form of the
Korean War (1950-53), took over. The war created personnel problems with
much higher priorities than basic personnel management, many people involved
in planning career management were reassigned, and work in that arca slowed
considerably. A comprehensive plan for carcer management, discussed off and
on since 1945 and actively pursued as a goal since at least 1947, was not
destined to become a reality until the mid-1950s.

This clash was what could have been expected in a new military service
attempting to establish its own policies while responding to the demands of the
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times. The two sides in the clash, tradition and change, could probably have
been found in any number of issues of the day. Take, for example, events in the
Strategic Air Command (SAC).

The Experiment in SAC

In April 1946, Gen. George C. Kenney assumed command of SAC. During
the war he had served with distinction in the Pacific as Commanding General,
Allied Air Forces in the Southwest Pacific; Commanding General of the Fifth
Air Force; and, finally, as the Commanding General of the Far East Air Forces.
In those positions he had earned the complete confidence of his famous
superior, Gen. Douglas MacArthur. Although most of his experience was with
tactical fighters and medium bombers, including B-24s, Kenney’s excellent
" wartime record and proven ability as a commander earned him the position as
head of the nation’s strategic bombardment force. His skills were badly needed
as SAC struggled to maintain creditable strength levels in an era of increasingly
austere defense budgets. Such conditions, sufficiently difficult to deal with by
themselves, were made worse by an officer personnel policy unique to SAC.

For a variety of reasons, Kenney spent a great deal of time away from his
new duties. For six months, he also served as the senior U.S. military represen-
tative to the United Nations Military Staff Committee, a complication that
prevented his taking active command of SAC until October 1946. He was an
effective public speaker who, with the encouragement of the Secretary of the
Air Force, frequently addressed audiences nationwide in support of air power.®

During Kenney’s absences, control of SAC fell to the deputy commander.
The arrangement did not cause any controversy during the tenure of Maj. Gen.
St. Clair Streett as deputy commander. The same cannot be said about his
successor, Maj. Gen. Clements McMullen, who assumed those duties in January
1947. McMullen had served as a logistician in the Pacific during the war and
impressed Kenney with his integrity and willingness to make decisions.” A stern
taskmaster, McMullen’s attitude toward requests for more personnel was to
“give them half of what they ask for, work them twice as hard, and they will get
twice as much done.”® Kenney had complete confidence in McMullen and gave
his deputy commander unprecedented authority during his frequent absences.

McMuilen brought two basic concepts to his new duties: a dedication to
efficiency and the belief that only a rated officer, particularly a pilot, was of any
real value to the Air Force. He quickly settled on the manning of SAC’s B-29
squadrons as a way to implement both his ideas. Each B-29 squadron had
eighty officers assigned, of whom sixteen were nonrated. McMullen reasoned
that if rated officers performed the nonrated duties during their time on the
ground, those sixteen billets could be eliminated entirely. Further, if the B-29s
flight engineer positions were converted to enlisted billets, an additional ten
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Gen. George C. Kenney (left), Commander, Strategic Air
Command, 1946-1948, and Maj. Gen. Clements McMullen, Deputy
Commander, Strategic Air Command, 1947-1948.

officer billets could be deleted. Thus each B-29 squadron could be reduced
from eighty to fifty-four officers without any harm being done to the mission,
and rated officers could gain valuable experience in other specialties.’

Still not satisfied, the deputy commander pushed his linc of reasoning
further. Rather than being qualified in only one rated skill, why not have each
officer crew member cross-train into other rated positions? This would allow
increased flexibility in scheduling since each air crew member could be used in
multiple positions. Aircrew members would, in addition to ground dutics, earn
additional airborne qualifications as follows:

Pilots as navigators, bombardiers, flight engineers, radar
operators, and familiarization as gunners.

Bombardiers as navigators, radar operators, and flight
engineers.

Navigators as radar opcrators and bombardiers.

Radar operators as navigators and bombardiers.

Flight engineers (officers) as bombardiers and maintenance
enginecrs.

If every bit of ground time were used and there were no complications, the cross
training would take almost 2 years to complete. When completed, the officer
composition of SAC’s B-29 squadrons would more closely resemble that of
prewar Air Corps squadrons, exactly what McMullen wanted.'

Despite violating Air Force policy that nonrated officers be integrated into
the service's fabric and warnings of adverse consequences from his own staff,
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McMullen gave the go-ahead both to rated officer cross-training and the
reduction in the number of nonrated officers. By December 1947, ten months
after he became deputy commander, the percentage of nonrated officers in SAC
had dropped from 38 to 27 percent; in some units it dipped as low as 13 percent.
Some nonrated officers were reassigned out of SAC for no other reason than to
reduce their numbers as much as possible. Seeing no future in SAC, still other
nonrated officers assisted McMullen by seeking assignments to other com-
mands."

The effect of McMullen’s policies on rated officers was equally profound.
Spread thin trying to keep proficient in their primary duties, cross-training into
other airborne specialties, and holding do